D: wer2>| 3, 
Alas 


PANJAB UNIVERSITY, CHANDIGARH, DEPARTMENT OF SANSKRIT 


CORRECTION CERTIFICATE 


This is to certify that no corrections/modifications have been suggested by the external 


examiner in the Ph.D. thesis of Mr. Satyan Sharma of Department of Sanskrit, Panjab 


Bese ill 


Prof.Lakhvir Singh _ 
(Supervisor) 


University, Chandigarh. 


Countersigned 

(Prof. Baijnath Prasad) 
Chairperson 
Dept’. 9f Sanskrit 
Panjab University 


PANJAB UNIVERSITY CHANDIGARH 
STUDENT APPROVAL FORM FOR ELECTRONIC THESIS SUBMISSION 


Thesis Title CRITICAL STUDY OF ANANDAJNANA’S 
ARKASANGRAHA 


[Name of the Research Scholar SATYAN SHARMA 


Supervisor / Co-Supervisors PROF. LAKHVIR SINGH | 
Department/Centre SANSKRIT 
cele 


STUDENT AGREEMENT 


1. I represent that my thesis is my original work. Proper attribution has been given to all outside sources. | 
understand that I am solely responsible for obtaining any needed copyright permissions. | have obtained 
needed written permission statements(s) from the owner(s) of each third-party copyrighted matter to be 
included in my work, allowing electronic distribution (if such use is not permitted by the fair use doctrine) 
which will be submitted to Panjab University Chandigarh. 


to 


I hereby grant to the university and its agents the irrevocable, non-exclusive, and royalty-free license to 
archive and make accessible my work in whole or in part in all forms of media, now or hereafter known. | 
agree that the document mentioned above may be made available for worldwide access. 


REVIEW, APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE 


The thesis mentioned above has been reviewed and accepted by the student’s advisor, on behalf of the program; 
I/We verify that this is the final, approved version of the student’s thesis including all changes required. 


It is certified that electronic copy of thesis is the same as submitted in print form and as per the Shodhganga 
format. 
EMBARGO AGREEMENT (OPTIONAL 


Kindly tick the appropriate option: 


= No Embargo requested | Embargo request for 6 months 


Embargo request for 1 Year 
CJ Embargo request for 2 Year 


Please specify the reasons for Embargo: 


e The student is applying for a patent on an invention or procedure documented in the thesis and does not 
wish to make the contents public until the patent application has been filed. 

e The thesis contains sensitive and/or classified information 

e Immediate release of the thesis may impact an existing or potential publishing agreement. 

e If any other, please specify:- 


Note: Research scholars are requested to please fill this form and get it signed from their supervisor/co-supervisors and 


HOD with proper stamp/seal and save the scanned copy of same in the CD (thesis). Ad Vv 
h W"\ 
iy \ 

) 


\ 
¥ \ 


AW v 


Signature of the Research Scholar 


bart (| / /[ 
Supervisor Co-Supervisor Co-Supervisor 
Name: Prof. Lakhvir Name: Name: 


Singh 


: =e ae) ce 
Head of the Department Chairperson 


Deptt. of Sanskrit 
Patiab University 


JULY 2022 


DECLARATION 


I declare that the thesis entitled A CRITICAL STUDY OF ANANDAJNANA'S 
TARKASANGRAHA has been prepared by me under the guidance of Prof. Lakhvir 
Singh, Professor of the department of Sanskrit, Post Graduate Government College 
for Girls, Sector 42, Chandigarh. No part of this thesis has formed the basis for the 


award of any degree or fellowship previously. 


SATYAN SHARMA 


Department of Sanskrit, Panjab University 
Sector 14, Chandigarh, 


160014 


DATE: }8.7.202% 


CERTIFICATE 


I certify that Satyan Sharma has prepared his thesis entitled A CRITICAL STUDY OF 
ANANDAJNANA'S TARKASANGRAHA for the award of PhD degree of the Panjab 


University, under my guidance. He has carried out the work at the Department of 


Sanskrit, Panjab University. 


Ve fl, 


PROF. LAKHVIR SINGH 
Department of Sanskrit, Post Graduate Government College for Girls 
Sector 42, Chandigarh, 


160036. 


DATE: ] 8. 7.2022 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 


First of all, I sincerely thank my supervisor Prof. Lakhvir Singh, for guiding me in 
this lucrative as well as a difficult venture of mine. On the one hand he made sure that I 
adhere to the standards of a good doctoral thesis, on the other he encouraged me to be 
openminded in receiving the best of information irrespective of where it came from. His 
own academic work has been a source of inspiration for me in writing this thesis. 

Next, I thank the chairperson of the department of Sanskrit, Panjab University, Dr. 
Virendra Kumar Alankar, under whom I studied during my masters degree in Sanskrit and 
who has been the chairperson during my time as a research scholar at the department. He 
gave me the opportunity to teach DarSanasastra at the department, which proved to be a 
great learning experience, and has helped me in understanding DarsanaSastra in a better 
manner than before. 

I pay my sincere obeisance to my Sanskrit teacher late Smt. Dr. Saroj Bhanot, who 
started my academic journey in Sanskrit during my bachelors degree. Before her demise, 
during the one year in which I studied under her guidance, my interest in Sanskrit was 
made concrete, which has eventually resulted in my professional career in Sanskrit. Every 
part of this thesis is a tribute to her. 

I express gratitude to late Prof. Shankarji Jha, for the support he gave to me and the 
blessings he showered on me. He taught me DarSanasastra at the Panjab University's 
Sanskrit department. He encouraged me to write and publish my ideas regarding the 
contents of the various texts of Darsanasastra. The asirvacana he gave to me, which was 
'mukta raho', is still afresh in my memory, as no one had blessed my like that. May his 


blessing come true. 


I thank the office staff of the department Madhu Ma'am, Aruna Ma'am and Neelam 
Ma'am, who did not let administrative and procedural requirements hinder my research 
work. I'd also like to thank all of the non-teaching staff of the department, Surinder Ji, 
Akash, and others for creating and maintaining a comfortable environment for me 
throughout this venture. 

I also thank the staff of the A.C. Joshi library, which has been very helpful during 
my research work. My special thanks to my family friend as well the founder of Scholar's 
Help, Dr. Sukhmani Singh for reviewing and suggesting corrections regarding the format 
of this thesis and so forth. 

I want to convey my deepest love and regard for my late father Sh. Ashok Sharma, 
who is the reason behind my interest and career in Sanskrit, as well as the reason behind 
my ever increasing curiosity and a strong tendency to learn and investigate. My mother 
Smt. Anuradha Sharma and my brother Sh. Siddharth Sharma have been constant pillars 
of support, who have held me strong in the midst of the vulnerable periods during this 
journey. My thanks to my friend Harshaurya Kaur, with whom the debates and 
discussions on philosophical topics have helped me keep viewing the text from a critical 
perspective. 

I would also like to thank the University Grants Commission, for providing 
financial assistance for my research work, through the NET JRF/SRF scheme. 

My sincere thanks to Acharya Shri Kailassagarsuri Gyanmandir, Gandhinagar, for 
sharing with me a copy of the single available manuscript of Anandajfiana's 
Tarkasangraha. 

Last but not the least, I would like to bow down to all the thinkers and scholars who 


have contributed to and upheld the tradition of the Sastra-s, which is rightly the 


intellectual bank of the Indian civilisation. Anandajfiana as well as his opponents like 
Udayana, deserve equal honour in this regard. I hope to meaningfully contribute to this 
great tradition. 

I bow down to and pay my gratitude to Bhagavan Mahadeva for showing me the 
subtlest of clues, hidden in the texts which have been referred to for this thesis, which 
made all the difference for the completion of this thesis. With the data of only a single 
available manuscript of Tarkasangraha, it would have not been possible for me to spot 
possible missing portions and scribal errors in the available text, had it not been for 


Bhagavan's help and guidance. 


CONTENTS 


Acknowledgement 
Contents 
Abbreviations 


Transliteration Scheme 


Preface 

Serial Number Page 

a eee aed aa its 
. ie ee oe eae | ddindaheaiote 
a edhede elec ateeuedeadste ce anata tetecbedtaceasae eat betes ; Beka dante 
i. saneduieaunie 
ae eee 
pce to Fitiaseanciiciraed 
reg cman Piscsleitec cat 
oe cages 
oe vis ; Rea A iis tenn Aee Seite ance ae ala a eae 
Br ee eee re ae: . nieilidetedate 
ne ee Beate peeling bec eel ele alae Nenertledeateaalawnna a ties 
oe se eaetes 
2 fos ‘i Sree etree fesse visable cio ie eal eran steele = eres 


1.6 A Brief History of Refutations of Nyaya-Vaisesika Darsana by 2 19 
Advaitin-s 


FEC EPE CEE ECEECT EEC RTE CO ECT CERT ECCCCEEL CEPT CC EEECEEDCCECEPELTEP ETT CCCOCECEEPECCCEEEE TEE CCCEECTECPPEECOTCT ECP PCCe Ter CEP CeCe ETT Crrr cere EEC Ce err CCrer Teer recerr trie PECCCLUT CCCP PCr Ter renee yes 


1.7. History and contribution of Anandajfiana 20 
1.7.1 Available historical information 20 
1.7.2 Texts authored by Anandajfiana 71 

1.8 Tarkasangraha 2S 
1.8.1 A brief outline 23 


1.8.4 Tools of refutation used in Tarkasangraha a7 
a re ee ee er ee ree o Aiea ec 
ss dees ee ae 
a ies nance 0) aac soc naieats 
gees Sr ie 
Sais ta ici a 
ee aaa 
re cry aa A a 
Sere ern Deed A ee a NI teed a eats Ped eS beet cae 
a aaa a 
Cte wo a 
uaa aaa 
eseaes 1s aeedaieaeaiiamidh “eek 
alae renner era 
Sas all a 
aan tn mn en Ferg 
geet ia aa 
a Feeds ali 
fathtees aaa 
= ee aoe elias alt ae cates oo. 
eo Aen ee ee Bsa ea eee ee OY et ee eo aad et, 
eeuatae erage 
eee te ene rear ener eee 
ee ae ied aul 
Sheets ee 
or recs 0 cea sade 


chub dugbibu ven avenGniusunnassugutecsnhususdndsnsssevasduhvnvauenecdeiseeansuucgesisnnheunidnveausususnindvansasuenduisaninivaseuaeenspasuideususouusecépivensnusnveesiwenneneiants Ghenenenensneneeeenenenneenes 


3.2.2 Rasa 164 

sativa: oc a a 
een aaa 
Saw Ft eg cas 
eae oh eee ae 
suet a ee 
ree or allan ¢ ues 
pare Sica es a 
Seat (pales ee 
cahgninks 2. ee 
eniitas Sr eee 
Clvial oo 
eee en 
i Suite Too 
7 in oe sea endannd 
sew re ae laa ae 
ae fo ee ere ae 
atten Fe a all 
— satieninee 
cee dual for eee eee eee camisetas 
‘5, Textual Similarities, Variations and a Historical Revision of 240-307 
Anandajnana and His Tarkasangraha 

“5.1 Variations available from Sesasarigadhara's Nyayamuktavali = 240, 
tinned Ne eeuitaicias 
re an a a auonio 
ae Sadia tet 


ipusdcevcuneauoacctsenacesnerctunssesnecsdtnauedesecuuteacaaseudassentacuantcntvaccUncudcucnecscxelavdtncaseshicsactectcsut dete ncedtrussstecunsesstcsaeacsencudescreuseveessaevssem@eustectensessacssenssscevuey 


Conclusion 308 - 320 
aaa oe 
ole or 9 eae ai —— 
eee 

Anum§anaprayoga-s 


Appendix B : Probable Scribal Errors, Their Corrections and Missing 2 9-2] 
Portions in Tarkasangraha : 


Appendix D : Anandajfiana's General Methods of Refutation in ; 27 - 33 
Tarkasangraha 
Appendix E : A Short Glossary of Sanskrit Terms 34-39 
One published paper 


sn eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeemeeeeem eee eeeeeeeem ee meeeeenenmeeeeeneeeeemeeeseaenaeeeaeneeeeeeaeeseaenaeeeaeneeeeeeeeeseaenaeeeeneeeeeeaeeseaenmeeeseeeeeeeaeeseaeeaeeeaeeeeesearesemen ah ceseneeeeeeaeeseaeeeeeeeenee 


seen eeeeeeeeeeeem sem eeeeem eee eeeeenenmeemeeeeeaeemeeeeeneeeeemeeeseaenaeeeeeneeeeemaeesemenaeeeaeneeeeeeaeeseaenaeeeaeneeeeeeaeeseaenmeeeaeeeeeeaeeseaeneeseaeneeaeeeaseeeaeeWyseeeneeeeeeeeseneeeeeeeenee 


ABBREVIATIONS 


AA Aitareya Aranyaka 

AU Aitareya Upanisad 

AV Atharvaveda 

BGB Bhagavadgitabhasya-s 

BBV Brhadaranyakabhasyavartika (Suresvara) 
KIV Karikavali (Visvanatha) 

KKK Khandanakhandakhadya (Srtharsa) 

KA Kiranavali (Udayana) 

LA Laksanavali (Udayana) 

LM Laksanamala (Udayana) 

MS Mathamnaya Setu (Adi Sankaracarya) 
MVV Mahavidyavidambana (Bhatta Vadindra) 
NK Nyayakandali (Sridhara) 

NKU Nyayakusumanyali (Udayana) 

NL Nyayalilavati (Vallabha) 

NM Nyayamanjari (Jayantabhatta) 

NMA Nyayamakaranda (Anandabodha) 

NP Nyayapradipa (Ganga Sahaya Sarma) 
NRD Nyayaratnadipavali (Anandanubhava) 
NS Nyayasitra 

NSB Nyayasara (Bhasarvajiia) 

NSS Naiskarmyasiddhi (Suresvara) 

NSM Nyayasara (Madhavadeva) 

NVTP Nyayavarttikatatparyaparisuddhi (Udayana) 
PD Prakaranadvadast 

PDS Padarthadharmasangraha (Prasastapada) 
PP Paficapadika 

PSM Punyaslokamanjar1 


PTN Padarthatattvaniripana (Raghunatha Siromani) 


SA Sankhayana Aranyaka 


SB Satapatha Brahmana 

SDS Sarvadarsanasamgraha (Madhavacarya) 
SLS Siddhantalesasamgraha (Appayya Diksita) 
SMB Sariraka Mimamsa Bhasya (Adi Sankaracarya) 
SP Saptapadartht (Sivaditya) 

SSPB Suddhasankaraprakriyabhaskara 

RS Rasasara (Bhatta Vadindra) 

RV Rgveda 

TA Taittirtya Aranyaka 

TB Tarkabhasa (Kesava Misra) 

TBV Taittirlyabhasyavartika (Suresvara) 

TD Tattvadipana (Akhandananda) 

TP Tattvapradipika 

TPK Tarkapradipa (Kaundabhatta) 

TS Tarkasangraha (Anandajiiana) 

TSD Tarkasamgraha (Annambhatta) 

UB Upanisadbhasya (Adi Sankaracarya) 
VD Vaisesikadarsana (Kanada) 

VK Vedantakalpataru (Amalananda) 

VS Vedantasara (Sadananda) 

VTL Vedantatattvaloka (Janardana) 

VTP Visvatattvaprakasa 

VV Vadivinoda (Sankaramisra) 


VYV Vyomavati (Vyomasiva) 


TRANSLITERATION SCHEME 


ak alr We Vai to tau 


@IS ko! 


PREFACE 


This thesis attempts to perform a critical study of Anandajfiana's 
Tarkasangraha. Unlike the Tarkasangraha of Annambhatta, the Tarkasangraha of 
Anandajfiana is older as well as is the very opposite of the former. Whereas the former 
professes Nyaya and Vaisesika philosophies, the latter attempts to refute the same. 
The time period in which Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha appeared, is about the same 
as that of Sriharsa's Khandanakhandakhadya and Citsukha's Tattvapradipika, that is 
between the 12th century CE to the 13th century CE. 

Within the purview of the critical study are included the topics ranging from 
the arguments advanced in Tarkasangraha, the analysis of the available text from a 
single available manuscript and its printed edition, upto the historical reassessment of 
both the contents of Tarkasangraha as well as of Anandajfiana with relation to the then 
Advaita Vedanta tradition, and its interaction with the Nyaya and Vaisesika 
philosophies. The texts which refute the Nyaya and Vaisesika philosophies, had set 
the ground for the future improvement of both, which eventually culminated in the 
form of Navya Nyaya, which had also combined itself with newer version of 
Vaisesika philosophy. In the new versions of these philosophies, one can see the sharp 
changes brought about as a response to their refutations, some of which have been 
mentioned as and when the need and context appear in this thesis. 

The popularity of Annambhatta's Tarkasangraha, as well as that of Citsukha's 
Tattvapradipika and Srtharga's Khandanakhandakhadya seems to have led to 
Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha not receiving the attention that it deserves. Hence after 


105 years since the first publication of the text from a single manuscript by T. M. 


Tripathi, it is hoped that the research attempted on this text by the way of the thesis 
titled "A critical study of Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha", shall bring forth 
observations of the said text in a way that some valuable information is gained both 
about Anandajfiana's venture of refuting the Vaisesika philosophy (and the Nyaya 
philosophy), and about the historical reassessment of the debate between Advaita 
Vedanta and Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophies as prevalent between the 12th to 13th 
centuries CE, where the former attempted to refute the latter's ideas. 

One of the reasons for choosing Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha for my PhD 
thesis was that this text was not well known even amongst the Sanskrit scholars. 
When I presented my paper 'Because Time is not Self: On Anandajfiana's refutation of 
Kala' at the All India Oriental Conference held in January 2020, scholars from all over 
India present there, expressed their surprise at the existence of such a text, because 
they were only aware of just one Tarkasangraha, and that too of Annambhatta. The 
other reason was that there was no available translation or commentary on the text, 
which although posed a challenge to the smooth progress of this thesis, appeared to 
me as a journey into an unknown land, which also has had its own set of rewards. 

Since the day I started to work on this text, I began to look for another 
manuscript, because Mr. Tripathi had used only one manuscript for the printed version 
of the text. I had my correspondences with many prestigious institutions which deal 
with Sanskrit manuscripts. I also had some communication with the National 
Manuscripts Mission. Unfortunately, except for the manuscript which Mr. Tripathi 
had used, no other manuscript of this text could be located. This posed another 
challenge for me, because to work on a text with a single available manuscript makes 


it a lot difficult to find and filter out the mistakes that the scribe has made in the 


manuscript. As S. Jagannatha states in his book 'Manuscriptology: An Entrance’ on the 
issue of codex unix or a single available manuscript, the challenges are many, ranging 
from scribal errors, meaningless readings and so on. At times while reading the 
printed version of the Tarkasangraha, the text first seemed fine, because the dry 
logical style of Sanskrit is often lacking in verbs or connecting expressions. But as I 
proceeded with multiple readings of those passages, to get a grip of what and how the 
author is arguing, after much effort, I began spotting the missing portions and some 
errors in the text. Writing the thesis had to be given a break. I spent a lot of time 
reading the whole text again and again. Slowly I began noticing and noting down 
scribal errors in the printed text. The observations regarding scribal errors and missing 
portions mounted upto around more than 250. 

Working on this text each day felt like a long and exhausting journey for the 
search of some hidden treasure. And yes, the efforts were duly rewarded. The search 
for the manuscript finally ended in a compromise, that is, I received a digital copy of 
the single available manuscript, which was used by Mr. Tripathi himself. The 
manuscript is at Sri Hemacandracarya Jianamandira, at Patana, Gujarat. A digital 
copy of it was accessed from Acarya Sri Kaildsasagarasiri Jianamandira, 
Gandhinagar, Gujarat. Almost all of the aforementioned observations had been made 
by me much before I could get an access to the said manuscript. It was a delight to 
find out that the observations were not in opposition to the text of the said manuscript, 
which does have a lot of scribal errors, ranging from misplaced viramacihna, wrong 
use of the 'a' matra, meaningless readings, missing portions and even complete blanks 


left in two particular portions. 


The first stage of the work on this text had been completed with the work of 
Mr. Tripathi. I consider this thesis as the second stage. As much I am ambitious and 
desirous of doing perfect research and writing a perfect thesis, covering as much 
portion of this text as is possible, there are still many portions which are beyond the 
scope of the thesis, and those portions shall be dealt with in some other form of 
research and writing. I shall keep searching for the second manuscript of this text. 
Other unpublished works of Anandajfiana, which may throw more light on some 
curious or difficult portions of Tarkasangraha, shall be accessed and used for effecting 
the next stage of this venture. A deeper and steady study of the single available 
manuscript shall also begin. 

Anandajfiana himself does not mention the names of the authors whom he has 
quoted in his Tarkasangraha. I have identified a good number of them, but not all. I 
hope that other research scholars and aspirants, shall take as much interest in this text 
and research as I have, and shall take this work forward in various directions, be it 
related to manuscriptology, philosophy, linguistic analysis, formal logic, so on and so 
forth. 

This thesis has been divided into five chapters. Chapter one deals with an 
overview of the history of Indian philosophy and also gives an introduction to 
Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha and other such related topics. In this chapter, I have 
demonstrated how both Advaita Vedanta and Nyaya along with Vaisesika philosophies 
have their origin in the Vedic literature, ranging from the Samhita, Brahmana, 
Aranyaka, upto Upanisad. It is followed by a brief history and outline of both Advaita 
Vedanta and Nyaya and Vaisesika philosophies. Then the available historical 


information regarding Anandajfiana has been presented, which is followed by a brief 


outline of Tarkasangraha and a description as to what kind of a critical study has been 
undertaken in this thesis. The generally accepted tools of refutation and 
Anandajfiana's method of refutation have also been mentioned. 

Chapter two deals with the refutations in the prathama pariccheda of 
Tarkasangraha. Although the pariccheda begins with refutations of general concepts 
like dvitva, bhava, abhava and so forth, the refutation of Vaisesika philosophy begins 
with the refutation of dravya. The Vaisesika refutations in the said pariccheda are of 
dravya and all the subtypes of dravya. The refutations have been divided into primary 
and secondary from the point of view of their impact on the Vaisesika philosophy. 
Each refutation is accompanied by an analysis where the parallels from Nyaya and 
Vaisesika philosophies have been mentioned as and when required. The validity, 
structure, effectiveness and superfluity/brevity of Anandajfiana's arguments have been 
analysed. 

Chapter three deals with the refutations in the dvitiya pariccheda of 
Tarkasangraha. Like the refutations in chapter two, the ones in chapter three also have 
been divided into primary and secondary. This pariccheda contains refutations of guna 
and all the subtypes of guna. Just like in chapter two, in this chapter also the 
refutations are followed by the aforementioned kind of analysis. 

Chapter four deals with the refutations in the trtlya pariccheda of 
Tarkasangraha. This pariccheda contains the refutations of samanya, viSesa, samavaya 
and abhava. The first three have been categorised as primary. Unfortunately, the 
Vaisesika padartha called karman is missing in the manuscript, and so is some portion 


of Sabda of the dvittya pariccheda, and of samanya of the trtiya pariccheda. 


Chapter five deals with the textual variants, similarities and a historical 
revision of Anandajfiana and his Tarkasangraha. As per the general consensus of 
various scholars since at least the last century, Anandajfiana has been taken to be a 
junior to Citsukha, the author of Tattvapradipika. But the various textual evidences 
presented in this chapter present a very different picture. Based on the said evidences 
it can be said that instead of Jhanottama, Citsukha's Guru was Anandajfiana. The 
textual similarities between the Tarkasangraha of Anandajfiana and Tattvapradipika of 
Citsukha can be said to be the result of the latter writing his text while he was 
referring to Tarkasangraha. Similar can be said to be the case of the utter similarity 
between the Nyayanirnaya of Anandajfiana and the Bhasyabhavaprakasika of 
Citsukha, both being sub-commentaries on the Sankarabhasya of Brahmasitra. It can 
also be said that Anandajfiana had composed two other texts called Nyayasudha and 
Jnhanasiddhi. We have two excerpts of Nyayasudha, one of which has been mentioned 
by Citsukha in Tattvapradipika, and the other by Appayya Diksita in his 
Siddhantalesasangraha. The complete text of Nyayasudha is yet to be found. Based on 
the historical, textual as well as traditional evidences presented in this chapter, 
Anandajfiana's time period can be said to be from 1154 CE to 1243 CE. 

After the chapters, I have supplied five appendices. Appendix A contains the 
probable sources of the laksana-s, statements and anumanaprayoga-s mentioned by 
Anandajfiana in his Tarkasangraha as pirvapaksa. Appendix B contains a list of the 
probable scribal mistakes, their corrections and missing portions in the Tarkasangraha. 
Appendix C contains the conclusion of Advaita Vedanta philosophy, which 
Anandajfiana has provided as an upasamhara at the end of his Tarkasangraha, that is in 


the trtiya pariccheda. Appendix D contains Anandajfiana's general methods of 


refutation, which can be put to use for refutations in general. All these appendices are 
based on the printed version of Tarkasangraha, edited and published by T. M. Tripathi. 
The publication details of this book can be found in the bibliography. In Appendix E, I 
have provided a short glossary of Sanskrit terms relevant to this thesis. 

To avoid confusion regarding the English plural forms of Sanskrit words used 
in this thesis, I have put a hyphen between the 's' of the plural form and the Sanskrit 
word. For example, the English plural of laksana becomes laksana-s. Also, because 
the placement of various punctuation marks in Mr. Tripathi's printed text of 
Tarkasangraha has been changed on the basis of thorough analysis, the quotations 
both in the body as well in the footnotes of this thesis, only have a'/' to represent the 
viramacihna. Quotations from other texts either in the body or in the footnotes, also 
shall be presented in the same manner. 

Whenever in the printed Tarkasangraha, I have doubted or spotted some 
problem, or some issue was indicated by Mr. Tripathi in the same, I have referred to 
the single available manuscript, which although is abundant with scribal mistakes, 
makes it possible to arrive at a probable correct reading of the Tarkasangraha. Mr. 
Tripathi has done a remarkable job figuring out the scribal mistakes and rectifying 
them. Yet a lot of work remains to be done. It is an honour to take forward the work 
that he had started with the first publication of this text in the year 1917. 

A preliminary observation of the manuscript suggests that it belongs to at the 
least 15th to 16th centuries CE. The amount of scribal mistakes at least regarding the 
viramacihna may be due to the fact that the scribe copied it from a manuscript which 
was itself abundant with such mistakes. On the backside of folio 19 of the manuscript, 


it appears that the scribe has left blanks in between words, probably for the reason that 


he did not understand the corresponding portion in the original manuscript. Similar 
blanks can be seen on the backside of folio 15 of the manuscript. Interestingly, both 
instances of blanks occur at similar regions of the folio, that is near the centre of the 
backside of the folios 15 and 19. Along with this, on folio 24, the dvittya pariccheda 
abruptly ends and the trttya pariccheda abruptly starts with some missing portion of 
the refutation Sabda and of samanya. The refutation of karman is completely missing. 
It does not seem that the scribe has noted any missing portion on the margins of the 
folio, because he has not put any symbols on the parts where one pariccheda ends and 
the other begins, unlike usually when he puts some symbolic marks to inform the 
reader to refer the missing portion on the margins. This could be due to the reason that 
the model manuscript which the scribe was referring to, itself had this portion 
missing, or that the text on the margins had substantially vanished. Hence, it could be 
said that a very long time had elapsed since the model manuscript had been written. A 
gap of two to three centuries could be estimated between the two manuscripts. Hence, 
the manuscript which our scribe had referred to could have been copied between 13th 
to 14th centuries CE. Because it is inferred to have had a lot of mistakes, it could be 
further estimated that the original manuscript of Tarkasangraha may have been written 
two to three centuries earlier than that, which is between 12th to 13th centuries CE. 
Regarding the title of the text "Tarkasangraha', it can be said that 'tarka' refers 
to the Tarkasastra, that is, Nyaya and Vaisesika philosophies, whereas 'sangraha' is in 
the sense of 'sangrahana'’ or 'damana'. Hence the title of the text could mean 'the 
defeat/refutation of the Tarkasastra'. The use of the word 'sangraha' could mainly be 


justified from this point of view. Also, as Tarkasangraha follows the sequence of 


topics as they appear in the Padarthadharmasangraha of Prasastapada, it may be for 
this reason that Anandajfiana chose to use 'sangraha' in the title of his text. 

I have refrained from translating most terminologies of the Nyaya and 
Vaisesika philosophies. There are many available English translations of these words, 
but they come with their own baggage, which may be in opposition with the said 
philosophies. For example, translating the word 'dravya' as 'substance’ leads to the 
exclusion of the dravya-s like atman, kala, dik and akasa, because substance is 
something which should be solid, liquid or gaseous. Even if substance is defined as 
that which has particular physical characteristics, it still shall exclude the aforesaid 
dravya-s, which do not have such characteristics because they are non-physical. 
Translating ‘paramanu' as 'atom' leads to the exclusion of all paramanu-s because 
atoms are divisible. Even translating them as ‘subatomic particles' would exclude 
paramanu-s because many of even those particles are divisible. Hence, I have not used 
English translations of most Vaisesika terminologies. 

I was surprised to see that many books which wholly or partially cover the 
topic of dialectics in Advaita Vedanta, either do not mention Anandajfiana generally 
and his Tarkasangraha specifically, or they give some space to his work and 
concentrate more on other dialecticians like Citsukha and Sriharsa. In his book 
'Classical Indian Metaphysics', Stephen H. Phillips mentions the refutations of Nyaya 
and Vaisesika philosophies done by Citsukha and Sriharsa, but does not even make a 
mention of those done by Anandajfiana. A. Bhattacharyya Shastri in his book 'Post- 
Sathkara Dialectics of The Advaita Vedanta’, also misses Anandajfiana's work. 
Chandradhar Sharma in his book 'A Critical Survey of Indian Philosophy’, mentions 


how Sriharsa and Citsukha did a thorough criticism of Nyadya and Vaisesika 


categories, but mentions Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha only regarding the definition 
of anirvacyata. Such a state of affairs makes it all the more important to dedicate a 
certain research activity to Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha. 

As far as the contribution of this thesis is concerned, the first and foremost 
contribution is that this thesis is the first dedicated research conducted on 
Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha, which is the only text from the period between the 12th 
and 13th centuries CE, composed by an Advaita Vedantin for performing a detailed 
refutation of the whole of Vaisesika philosophy. In this manner, this thesis shall reveal 
a lot regarding the then debate and criticism which happened between Advaita 
Vedanta and Vaisesika (including Nyaya) philosophies. The historical revision of 
Anandajfiana and Tarkasangraha shall be of an impact to the history of Indian 
philosophies. The probable scribal errors, missing portions and so forth, which have 
been spotted in the available text of Tarkasangraha and the suggestions which have 
been provided for the same, shall aid other scholars in studying and understanding the 
text and conducting various kinds of research on it. Other research aspirants and 
scholars may find this thesis useful from the point of view of looking at the ways in 
which a single available manuscript and its published version could be used to figure 
out scribal errors and such other issues, and finding out or suggesting correct readings 
for the same. In this way many rare texts with only a single available manuscript 
could be edited and published for further research and analysis. 

The nature of research is that it is never final, and this thesis is not an 
exception. I hope that other scholars will read this thesis thoroughly and will work on 
the various dimensions of research based on Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha. 


July, 2022 SATYAN SHARMA 
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Chapter 1 


OVERVIEW OF DARSANA AND 
ANANDAJNANA'S TARKASANGRAHA 


1.1 History of Darsana 
1.1.1 Defining philosophy and darsana 

The word philosophy has its origin in the Greek words philo which means 
loving and sophia which means knowledge. So in that sense philosophy means love of 
knowledge.! The word darsana has its origin in the Sanskrit verb root Vdrs, which 
means to see or observe.? Darsana in this sense denotes direct experience of truth 
rather than a mere intellectual exercise. 

The Oxford dictionary of Philosophy defines philosophy as the study of the 
most general and abstract features of the world, along with the categories like reason, 
matter, truth, and so forth, with which we think.3 

In the Sanskrit dictionary Vacaspatyam, darsana has been defined as the sastra 
which helps to attain the tattvajfiana or knowledge of truth.4 Darsana is divided into 
two categories, Astikadarsana and Nastikadarsana. The former is constituted by 
Nyaya, Vaisesika, Samkhya, Yoga, Pirva Mimamsa and Vedanta.> The 


nastikadarsana-s are the Carvaka, Madhyamika, Yogacara, Sautrantika, Vaibhasika 


1 Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy. 2016. Philosophy. In Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy (3rd ed., p. 
360) 


2 drsyate yatharthataya jfiayate padartho’nena karane lyut - Vachaspatyam, Vol. 5, p. 3474 


3 Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy. 2016. Philosophy. In Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy (3rd ed., p. 
360) 


4 see Footnote 2. 
5 tatrastikadarsanani sat tatra gautamena nyayadarsanam kanadena vaisesikam kapilena sankhyam 


patafjalina yogadarsanam jaiminina pirvamimamsa vyasena vedantadarsanam pranitam - 
Vachaspatyam, Vol. 5, p. 3474 


and Digambara (Jaina), of which those from the second to the fifth are included in 
Bauddha darsana.° This very dictionary defines an astika’ as the one who believes in 
the existence of a hereafter, while the nastika’ as the one who believes in the 
nonexistence of the hereafter, adrsta or God. Although this categorisation is popular, it 
appears to be erroneous. For example, Advaita Vedanta does not believe in any 
duality, which leads to the conclusion that there is no hereafter, but it is considered as 
astika. Isvarakrsna in his Sankhyakarika clearly says that the solution given by the 
Veda-s for the destruction of suffering, isn’t a permanent solution and suffers the 
faults of excess of avisuddhi and ksaya,? There no mention of a hereafter, a God or 
even adrsta in the same. If the aforementioned definition of nastika is valid then 
Sankhyakarika should belong to the nastika category. Hence, it would be reasonable 
to take such a categorisation with a grain of salt. 

The Indian tradition has its own term parallel to 'philosophy', which is shared 
by both the Astika-s and Nastika-s, that is, darsana. Hence, throughout this thesis 
'darsana' has been used instead of "Indian philosophy’ and ‘darsanika' instead of 


‘philosophical’. 


8 carvakah madhyamikah yogacarah sautrantikah vaibhasikah digambarasceti sadvidhah - 
Vachaspatyam, Vol. 5, p. 3474 


’ Vachaspatyam, Vol. 2, p. 892 


8 nasti paralokastatsadhanamadrstam tatsaksisvaro va iti matiryasya thak - Vachaspatyam, Vol. 5, pp. 
4051-4052 


9 drstavad anusravikah sa hyavisuddhiksayatigayayuktah/ 
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1.1.2 Origin of Darsana 

At least as far as the Indian subcontinent is concerned, the four Veda-s, namely 
the Reveda, Yajurveda, Samaveda and Atharvaveda are the oldest available scriptures. 
These scriptures contain various ideas and concepts about various subjects. One could 
think of them as the seeds of the tree of darsana which reached its grandeur and 
complexities in the far future. 

In the Rgveda itself, sages had begun to speak about the most fundamental 
issues regarding the existence of things and beings. A sage asks, “how is it that the 
sun, unsupported does not fall when it goes down and then rise up? By what power 
does it move? Who has seen that?”.!0 Here, the question relates to the basic behaviour 
of the sun. The verse does end with an indirect answer stating that the sun is a pillar, 
implying that the sun does not rise or set. Another sage says, “I do not surely know 
what I am. Only when I shall directly experience the fundamental truth, then shall I 
know the answer to the (aforesaid ‘I do not know what I am’) statement”.!! This verse 
shows the inward inquiry of the sage. These are the two directions in which darsanika 
inquiry is practised, outward and inward. The outward is concerned with everything 
except one’s own self, whereas the inward is concerned only with one’s own self. The 
former might have developed into darsana-s like the Nyaya and Vaisesika, whereas 
the latter might have developed into darsana-s like the Advaita Vedanta. 

These kinds of inquiry continued throughout the Veda-s and the scriptures that 


followed. The Brahmana-s, Aranyaka-s and the Upanisad-s show the gradual 


10 anayato anibaddhah kathayam nyannuttano avapadyate na 
kaya yati svadhaya ko dadarsa divah skambhah samrtah pati nakam - RV, 4.13.2 


11 na vi janami yad ivedamasmi ninyah samnaddho manasa carami 
yada magan prathamaja rtasya ad id vaco asSnuve bhagamasyah - RV, 1.164.37 


development of darsanika thought. In the Aitareya Brahmana, the indirect answer 
about the sun in the Rgveda mentioned previously, has been stated directly. It says, 
"the sun never sets nor rises, having reached the end of the day, it produces two 
opposite effects, it produces night below and the day above, then having reached the 
end of the night, it produces day below and night above". !2 

In the Upanisad section of Satapatha Brahmana, there is the portrayal of a 
royal debate. In the Saikhayana Aranyaka a thinker by the name of Sauravira 
Mandikeya is mentioned, who says that Vak (speech) is pirvartipa, Manas (mind) is 
uttarartipa and Prana (life force) is samhita.!3 His elder son is mentioned to have 
changed his conclusion based on his own reasoning. He says that Manas is ptirvaritipa 
and Vak is uttarartipa because what one thinks with the Manas, he speaks it with 
Vak.!4 In this very Aranyaka, many thinkers have been mentioned along with their 
ideas about different phenomena. Jaratkarava Artabhaga gives some ideas related to 
adhidaivata. He states, "Gati is pirvartpa, Nivrtti is uttarartipa, Sthiti is samhita". It 
is further mentioned that the different kinds of unit of time are established in Sthiti. 
Sthiti is said to establish different Kala-s and Kala is said to establish Gati, Nivrtti and 
Sthiti.!5 One Valisikhayani mentions the Paficamahabhita-s namely, Prthivi, Vayu, 
Akasa, Ap and Jyotis.!° This kind of a discussion seems to be an early form of the 


VaiSesika darsana. The other parts which deal with the identification of the self, 


12 sa va esa na kadacana astameti nodeti ... sa va esa na kadacana nimrocati - AB (14.6), pp. 611-612 
13 yak piirvaripam mana uttarariipam pranah samhiteti - SA (7.2), p. 26 


14 manasa va agre kirtayati tad vaca vadati, tasmat mana eva pirvartipam vag uttararipam pranastveva 
samhiteti - SA (7.2), p. 26 


15 gatih purvariipam nivrttiruttararipam sthitih samhiteti... tasyam etasyam samhitayam dhvamsayo 
nimesah...saisa samhitaitan kalan samdadhati, kalo gatisthitinivrttth samdadhati - SA (7.21), p. 31 


16 pancemani mahabhitani bhavantiti... prthivi vayur 4kasam apo jyotimsi - SA (7.22), p. 31 
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stating ideas like the unity of the self which resides in the Sun and that which resides 
within, seem to point to an early form of Advaita Vedanta.!7 The Brahmana-s, 
Aranyaka-s and Upanisad-s make it evident that originally ancient darsana was multi- 
disciplinary. 

The Upanisad portion of the Satapatha Brahmana records the names of many 
thinkers like Gargya Balaki, Yajfiavalkya, Jaratkarava Artabhaga, Bhujyu Lahyayani, 
Usasta Cakrayana, Kahola Kausitakeya, Gargi Vacaknavi, Uddalaka Aruni, Vidagdha 


Sakalya, and so forth. 


1.1.3 The main schools of Darsana 

The various schools of darsana came into existence as an outcome of the 
earlier darsanika thinking. The two directions of darsanika enquiry, which is inward 
and outward, led to a variety of darsanika theses being born of either direction or of a 
combination of both. The purely outward enquiry seems to have led to the birth of the 
Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s, whereas the purely inward enquiry seems to have led 
to the creation of the Advaita Vedanta darsana. Samkhya and Yoga darsana-s seem to 
be a product of the mixture of both the directions. The Bauddha, Jaina and Carvaka 
darsana-s also developed alongside, having both similarities and dissimilarities with 


other darsana-s. The chronological sequence of these darsana-s is a debated issue. 


a) Nyaya and Vaisesika: The clubbing of these two darSana-s is the result of 


their compatibility with each other. Nyaya seems to be originally concerned 


17 yasciyamasgarirah prajfiatma yascasavaditya ekam etad - SA (8.6), p. 34 
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with investigation of the external world through pramana-s.!8 On the other 
hand, Vaisesika accepts pramana-s as its ground and then studies the physical 
world based on experimentation rather than on just argumentation. Both 
Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s discuss two different sets of padartha-s or 
categories which shall be discussed further. The main text of Nyaya is the 


Nyayasttra of Gautama and that of Vaisesika is the Vaisesikastitra of Kanada. 


b) Samkhya-Yoga: The relation between Samkhya and Yoga darsana-s is that of 
theory and practice. Samkhya lays down the darsanika framework and Yoga 
puts it into practice. Samkhya puts equal emphasis on both the subject and 
object. Hence, it seems to be a product of a combination of both the aforesaid 
directions of enquiry. Both darsana-s believe in the existence of two distinct 
categories, namely prakrti and purusa, of which the former is unconscious and 
is the material cause of the world, whereas the latter is conscious and is 
merely an experiencer of the former. The main text of Samkhya is 
Samkhyakarika of ISvarakrsna and that of Yoga is Yogasitra of Patafijali. 


Some take the Samkhyasiitra to be the main text of Samkhya. 


c) Vedanta: Vedanta is the end portion or conclusion of a huge corpus of ideas 
kept in the Veda-s, Brahmana-s, Aranyaka-s and Upanisad-s. Although it is 
said to be based on the Upanisad-s, the main text of Vedanta is the 


Brahmasitra of Badarayana.!9 Vedanta further developed into various types 


18 pramanair arthapariksanam nyayah - Vatsyayana’s commentary on NS 1.1.1, p. 6 


19 vedanto nama upanisatpramanam - VS, p. 2 


like Dvaitadvaita, Visistadvaita and so forth. The Adi Sankaracarya's Vedanta 
or Sankara Vedanta also gained its share of prominence. It specifically 
belongs to Advaita Vedanta which believes in the existence of a single 
fundamentally real entity, whereas the multitude of beings and things is 
merely an appearance in it. In the Satapatha Brahmana we find the statements 
for example, ‘there is no multitude here’?° and ‘he who sees the multitude 
only conditionally here, attains the death of death itself’2!. In the Sankhayana 
Aranyaka we find the statements like ‘all this is Atman’2? and ‘Atman is that 
which experiences all’,23 which directly states that there is only one 


fundamental entity and that entity is not matter, but Atman. 


d) Purva Mimamsa: In this darsana, Veda-s are the supreme authority with 
regard to the knowledge of extrasensory entities, like dharma. According to 
this darsana dharma is only the sacred rituals like yajfia and so forth. It is 
mainly dedicated to understanding the meaning of the Vedic injunctions. The 


main text of this darsana is the Mimamsasitra of Jaimini. 


e) Jaina: Around 6th to 5th century BCE, Mahavira preached his ideas of 
spirituality which developed into the Jaina darsana. In this darsana there is a 


belief in categories like jiva (conscious), ajiva (unconscious), pudgala 


20 neha nanasti kificana - SB (14.4.2.21), p. 204 
21 mrtyoh sa mrtyumapnoti ya iha naneva pasgyati - SB (14.4.2.22), p. 204 
22 idam sarvam yadayam atma - SA (13), p. 47 


23 ayam atma brahma sarvanubhih - SA (13), p. 47 
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(matter), and so forth.24 It has two sampradaya-s namely Svetambara and 
Digambara. Although primarily Prakrit language was used for it, but later on 


Sanskrit was also put to use for composing the Jaina texts. 


f) Bauddha: This school began with Gautama Buddha, who around 6th to 5th 
century BCE, who preached his ideas, probably in the Pali language. Those 
ideas were then compiled in the Tipitaka literature. In his idea of anatta or 
anatma, he negates the body and bodily consciousnesses as self. This is 
similar to the Advaita Vedantic method of ‘neti neti’, where what is left at the 
end is considered to be atman or self. The difference is that Advaita Vedanta 
speaks of atman whereas Buddha does not. The silence of Buddha regarding 
atman is also similar to the idea of the Upanisad-s that 4tman or brahman 
cannot be spoken of because words and mind cannot reach it. The practice of 
meditation, austerity and similar acts are common between both Advaita 
Vedanta, Yoga and Bauddha darsana-s. The latter developed later into 
subdivisions like Vaibhasika, Sautrantika, Madhyamika, Vijhanavada, and so 
forth. 

In this darsana there is the belief that everything is duhkha or suffering, that 
there is a cause of it, there is the cessation of it and there is a way to that cessation. 
There are four bhavana-s namely, everything is ksanika (momentary), everything is 


duhkha, everything is svalaksana (unique) and everything is Siinya.?5 


24 atra samksepatastavajjivajivakhye dve tattve stah/ tatra bodhatmako jivah/ abodhatmakastvajivah/ - 
SDS (ArhatadarSana), p. 124 

apare punarjivajivayoraparam prapaficamacaksate jivakasadharmadharmapudgalastikayabhedat - SDS 
(Arhatadarsana), p. 129 


25 sarvam ksanikam ksanikam svalaksanam svalaksanam stinyam sinyamiti 
bhavanacatustayamupadistam drastavyam - SDS (BauddhadarSana), p. 31 


The Madhyamika-s hold the view that everything is Siinya, Yogacara-s hold 
the view that the external reality is Stnya, the Sautrantika-s hold the view that external 
reality is inferable and the Vaibhasika-s hold that the view external reality is directly 


perceivable.2° 


g) Carvaka: This was the materialist school which believed only in the reality of 
those entities which are directly perceivable by the sense organs. It believed in 
the existence of only four elements, namely prthivi, jala, tejas, and vayu.?7 It 
did not believe in a bodiless atman, god or godly things, hereafter, heaven and 
hell.28 A complete text of this school is yet to be found. All that is currently 
available are the excerpts in the texts of other darsana-s, where the Carvaka 
darsana is discussed or refuted. Tattvotplavasimha of Jayarasibhatta is a 
Carvaka text, dedicated to the refutation of the pramana-s of all the other 


darsana-s. 


1.2 A Brief History of The Advaita Vedanta Darsana 
1.2.1 Background 
Before discussing about Advaita Vedanta darSana, it is necessary to understand 


the meanings of the terms advaita and vedanta. Advaita is the opposite of dvaita 


26 te ca madhyamika-yogacara-sautrantika-vaibhasikasamjfiabhih prasiddha bauddha yathakramam 
sarvasinyatva-bahyarthastinyatva-bahyarthanumeyatvabahyarthapratyaksatvavadanatisthante - SDS 
(Bauddhadarsana), p. 31 


27 tatra prthivyadini bhitani catvari tattvani - SDS (CarvakadarSana), p. 4 


28 tebhya eva dehakaraparinatebhyah kinvadibhyah madasaktivat caitanyamupajayate/ vinastesu satsu 
vinasyati - SDS (Carvakadarsana), p. 4 

anganalinganajjanyasukhameva pumarthata/ 

kantakadivyathajanyam duhkham niraya ucyate// - SDS (Carvakadarsana), p. 9 

na svargo napavargo va naivatma paralaukikah/ - SDS (Carvakadarsana), p. 20 
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where dvaita means duality/plurality. In this sense advaita means the fundamental 
absence of duality/plurality and the fundamental existence of a single entity which is 
the basis of the appearance of duality/plurality. The word vedanta is divided into two 
parts, which are veda and anta, where anta means the end portion or conclusion. In the 
Taittirlyanyaka, the word vedanta has been used as “‘boundary/conclusion of veda’, as 
an antonym of vedadi or the beginning of the veda.29 In this sense vedanta refers to 
the texts which come after the four vedas or those which are the concluding parts of 
them, namely the Brahmana-s, Aranyaka-s and Upanisad-s. Sayanacarya takes the 
word 'vedanta' to mean 'upanisad'.30 So Advaita Vedanta stands for the non-dualist 
darsana contained in the aforesaid three kinds of text. 

The idea of a single source of everything was prevalent since the Rgveda. The 
idea implied in 'ekam sad vipra bahudha vadanti'3! and 'rco aksare parame vyoman 
yasmin deva adhi visve niseduh'22 is that there is some kind of a single entity as the 
source and support of plurality. In the Atharvaveda is mentioned some kind of a single 
string running through another string which pervades all beings.33 In the Sankhayana 
Aranyaka one finds the idea of internalisation of external entities like agni, vayu and 
so forth, which have been shown as being inside one’s own body.34 In the Aitareya 


Upanisad it has been stated that the celestial and divine entities became organs of the 


29 yo vedadau svarah prokto vedante ca pratisthitah - TA (10.10.3), p. 820 
30 'vedante ca’ upanisadi - TA (10.10.3), p. 820 

31 RV, 1.164.46 

32 RV, 1.164.39 


33 yo vidyat sitram vitatam yasminnotah praja imah/ 
sutram siitrasya yo vidyat sa vidyad brahmanam mahat// - AV, 10.8.37 


34 eta ha vai devatah purusa eva pratisthita agnirvaci vayuh prane adityaSca caksusi candrama manasi 
disah Srotra apo retasyetasu... - SA (10.1), p. 38 
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body, due to which the body itself became the abode of the divine.35 In the Satapatha 
Brahmana the explicit mention of the fundamental non-plurality is found in the 
statements like ‘neha nanasti kificana’ or ‘there is no plurality whatsoever here’. The 
ideas attributed to Yajfavalkya state 'idam sarvam yad ayam atmda' (whatever all this 
is, is Atman alone), have been mentioned in the Sankhayana Aranyaka. The atman is 


defined as that which is 'sarvanubhih' (the perceiver or experiencer of all). 


Some more verses and excerpts - 

a. That which is in the human and that which is in the sun, is one.36 

b. Its form cannot be examined, by the eye can no one see it. Only by the heart, 
insight and mind can one know it and the knowers become immortal.37 

c. That is I, I am that.38 

d. “That which is not heard, not moved, not understood, not bowed, not seen, not 
known, not commanded, but who is the listener, understander, seer, commander, 
proclaimer, knower, guide, the inner being of all beings, is my Atman”, so should 
one know. 

In the above examples one can see the clearest signs of some sort of advaita, 
which begins with connecting two or more external entities by finding one common 


component or basis of both, then proceeds to claim that matter has come forth from 


35 AU, 1.2.4 
36 sa yascayam puruse/ yascasavaditye/ sa ekah/ - TA (8.8.8), p. 741 


37 na samdrse tisthati ripamasya na caksusa pasyati kaScanainam/ hrda manisa manasa'bhiklrpto ya 
enam viduramrtaste bhavanti// - TA (10.1.3), pp. 763-764 


38 tadyo’ham so’sau yo’sau so’ham - AA (2.2.4), p. 126 


sarvesam bhitanamantarapurusah sa ma atmeti vidyat - AA (3.2.4), pp. 219-220 
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the self and at last concludes by basing the external objective world on the internal 


subjective self, a self which the self of all. 


1.2.2. Foremost scholars and texts 

It is clear from the information regarding its antiquity that Advaita Vedanta 
must have had a long lineage of thinkers. Yet some of them seem to have outshone 
others. One of such is the sage Yajfiavalkya of the Satapatha Brahmana. His is a 
description which is far more detailed than any of the aforesaid thinkers. He is shown 
to be debating an assembly full of his contemporary thinkers, being questioned about 
every detailed aspect of the Vedic darsana. He is shown to have answered all 
questions, and gradually moving from the grosser to the subtler entities, he ends his 
part of the discourse with what we can call Advaita Vedanta darsana. 

In the aforesaid texts one gets a detailed list of thinkers of the ancient times, 
the darsanika positions of many of whom are not known. The Sankhyayana Aranyaka 
mentions at least three clear proponents of some form of the aforesaid darsana. 
Mandikeya is said to have declared that the Atman is desired to be known through 
teaching in accordance with Veda, brahmacarya, penance, faith and immortal yajiia.?0 
Mandavya says that in the aforesaid way, the one who is santa, danta and so forth, 
sees the Atman in his own atman.*! The account of Yajfiavalkya’s position is detailed. 
As mentioned earlier he clearly says that everything is Atman and Atman is the one 


which experiences or perceives everything. 


40 tam etam vedanuvacanena vividisanti brahmacaryena tapasa sraddhay4 yajfienanasakena - SA (13), 
p. 47 


mn”? 


41 tasmad evamvicchanto danta uparatastitiksuh sraddhavitto bhitva’'tmanyeva 
(13), p. 47 


tmanam pasyed - SA 
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In the later era, one sage scholar who stands out is Badarayana, who is said to 
have authored the Brahmasitra, which is both a compilation and a discussion of 
various opinions on the Upanisadic statements. One of the most authoritative 
commentaries on it is of Adi Sankaracarya, who is said to be the pragisya of 
Gaudapada. The latter wrote verses on the Mandtkya Upanisad, which set the proper 
ground for what later would be known as the Sankara Vedanta. Gaudapada dedicated 
a significant number of verses to the logical argumentation in favour of his darsana. 
This style was carried on by Adi Safkaracarya, who in his commentary on the 
Brahmasitra says that Sruti itself has accepted tarka as a helper.42 He authored both 
short and long texts stating his darsana. His long and detailed texts might have 
attracted the learned scholars, while his shorter texts, where he simplifies the concepts 
of his sampradaya of darsana, being rather easy to understand, might have attracted 
even the laypersons. 

Following Adi Sankaracarya were his immediate pupils like Suresvara, who 
authored Naiskarmyasiddhi and so forth, Padmapada who authored Paficapadika and 
so forth, and many more. It was the time when the method of logical argumentation 
had become a need, hence reasoning and logical argumentation can be easily found in 
the texts of the time. This also contributed to the style called Vitanda in which one 
only points out faults of the opponent’s thesis and consequently tries to show that 
because the latter is unreasonable, it is unacceptable.*3 Three major texts in this style 
are the Khandanakhandakhadyam of Stiharsa and Tattvapradipika of Citsukha which 


were produced during the period between 12th and 13th centuries C.E. Although 


42 grutyaiva ca sahdyatvena tarkasyabhyupetatvat - Sankarabhasya on Brahmasitra 1.1.2. See SMB, 
Part 1, p.66. 


43 sa pratipaksasthapanahino vitanda - NS (1.2.3), p. 50 
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Vitanda was meant to show the Advaita Vedanta darsana as reasonable and acceptable, 
it indirectly led to the gradual improvement of the Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s. As 
the logical counterarguments on the latter grew, a need was felt for revising the latter's 
ideas. Texts like the Khandanoddhara of Vacaspati I] were a reply to such 
counterarguments. As the counterarguments were based on finding faults like avyapti, 
ativyapti, and so forth in the definitions of the Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s, the 
definitions were improved, which directly led to the revision of ideas they contained. 
In this sense the contribution of such Vaitandika-s, in improving the system of Indian 
logic, cannot be understated. The relationship of vitanda and Anandajfiana's 
Tarkasangraha is rather complex, because even thought it appears that the author used 


the said style of criticism, the author has attempted a refutation of the same in the text. 


1.3 A Brief Outline of The Advaita Vedanta Darsana 

As mentioned earlier, by its very name, this darsana believes that there is only 
one real entity which is Brahman, while the apparent multitude of beings and things is 
a mere appearance. From the Rgvedic verse 'ekam sad vipra bahudha vadanti' to the 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad’s verse 'neha nandasti kincana', one can see a single line of 
thought, which rejects the view that the world of multitude is fundamentally real. 
How an advaitin thinks such a difference in truth and appearance happens, is one’s 
own territory. Adi Sankaracarya summarises this as 'brahma satyam jagan mithyd, 
jivo brahmaiva naparah', which means that Brahman is real, the world is an illusion 
and that the individual Self is not different from Brahman.** Taking the world as an 


illusion, any detail of what constitutes the world, from atoms to galaxies, does not 


44 Brahmajfianavalimala, verse 20 
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make it any more real than a dream, at the fundamental level. All variations of the 
Advaita Vedanta darsana move between these two points, which is, plurality is an 


illusion, and only Brahman is real. 


1.4 A Brief History of The Vaisesika Darsana 
1.4.1 Background 

The origin of this darsana could be seen in the statements of the Vedic sages 
about the nature of material world. The Rgvedic verse where a sage asks about how 
the setting and rising of the sun is possible, and then indirectly gives an answer, is just 
one of the many examples of it.45 A certain continuity can also be seen in certain 
ideas. For example, in the Rgveda, the Savitr or sun is said to hold prthivi by yantra-s 
or ropes.‘6 This is again seen in the Satapatha Brahmana in which the Aditya or sun is 
said to hold the loka-s with a string, and the string is vayu or air.47 

Along with this, another Rgvedic verse points to some sort of a process to 
differentiate between true and false statements, something which may have later 
developed into formal logic. It says that to a wise man the true and false statements 
seem to compete with each other and the one which is more straight, is protected and 
the false one is destroyed by Soma.*8 This also implies that truth or falsity does not 
seem to be then thought of as absolute, but comparative, and hence the statement 


which has lesser incongruent parts was thought to be true in some sense. The 


45 see Footnote 10 
46 savita yantraih prthivimaramnit... - RV, 10.149.1 
47 tadasavaditya imamlokantsiitre samavayate tadyatsiitram vayuh sah - SB (8.4.4.7), Part 3, p. 178 


48 suvijfianam cikituse janaya saccasacca vacasi pasprdhate/ 
tayor yat satyam yataradrjtyas taditsomo avati hanti asat// - RV, 7.104.12 
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competence of the true and the false statements is what would happen while someone 
would investigate any two different statements about the same thing and decide on the 
basis of their inner consistencies and inconsistencies of both. 

In the Taittirtya Aranyaka there have been mentioned four ways in which the 
mandala of Aditya is known, namely Smrti, Pratyaksa, Aitihya and Anumana.4? The 
names of these match with the terminology of pramana-s in the Nyaya and Vaisesika 
darsana-s. That these pramana-like methods were being used to understand the 
mandala of the sun, points to a sort of study of the physical external world. The term 
‘laksana' has been used in the sense of something that makes known.°° In this very 
text, the different divisions of kala like truti, nimesa, and so forth, are said to be 
dependent on the single kala called samvatsara.>! This is similar to the Vaisesika 
conception of the fundamental singularity of kala.52 In relation to the units of time, the 
words anu and mahat have been used.53 At times even the language resembles that of 
the argumentative logical style. For example, 'ndndlingatvad rttinam 
nandsiiryatvam'.54 As mentioned earlier, in the Sankhayana Aranyaka, Valisikhayani 
says that there are five Mahabhita-s, which is, prthivi, vayu, akasa, ap, jyotis.55 In the 


Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, the sets of jianendriya-s and karmendriya-s have been 


49 smrtih pratyaksamaitihyam anumanascatustayam/ 
etair adityamandalam sarvair eva vidhasyate/ - TA (1.2), p. 9 


50 ekam hi Siro nana mukhe/ krtsnam tadrtulaksanam// - TA (1.2), p. 13 


51 evam nanasamutthanah/ kalah samvatsaram éritah/ anuSasca maha$asca/ sarve samavayantritam/ - 
TA (1.2), p. 11 


52 kalalingavisesafijasaikatve'pi - PDS (Dravyapadartha, Kalaprakarana), p. 44 
53 anubhisca mahadbhisca - TA (1.2), p. 12 
54 TA (1.7), pp. 47-48 


55 see Footnote 16 
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made.°° The Vaisesika darsana seems to be a very natural result of the aforesaid 


process started by the sages and early thinkers. 


1.4.2 Foremost scholars and texts 

The foundational text of this darsana is the Vaisesikasiitra authored by Kanada. 
The second text is the Padarthadharmasangraha of PraSastapada, based on 
VaiSesikasitra. After this the commentaries on both these texts were composed. The 
commentaries on Vaisesikasiitra are that of Candrananda, Sankaramiéra (Upaskara), 
and so forth. The commentaries on Padarthadharmasangraha are Vyomavati of 
Vyomasgiva, Nyayakandali of Sridhara and Kiranavali of Udayana. Other texts like 
Udayana's Laksanavalt and Laksanamala, dedicated to laksana-s or definitions of 
various Vaisesika categories and sub-categories, also form the ground of this darsana. 
Saptapadarthi of Sivaditya and Pramanamaifijari of Sarvadeva are other important 
texts. Texts like Nyayaltlavati of Vallabha and Khandanoddhara of Vacaspatimisra II 
are a form of defensive response after VaiSesika as well as Nyaya darsana-s faced a lot 


of refutations. 


1.5 A Brief Outline of The Vaisesika Darsana 

This darsana discusses the similarities and dissimilarities of the six padartha-s 
or categories namely, dravya, guna, karman, samanya, visesa and samavaya. These 
categories cover both the objective and subjective entities of reality. Following is a list 


of those mentioned in the Vaisesikasttra: 


56 evam sarvesam sparsanam tvag ekayanam... evam sarvesam vedanam vag ekayanam - 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 4.5.12. See UB, Part 3, p. 381 
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« Dravya - Prthivi, Ap, Tejas, Vayu, Akaga, Kala, Dik, Atman and Manas.57 
¢ Guna - Rupa, Rasa, Gandha, Sparsa, Sankhya, Parimana, Prthaktva, Samyoga, 
Vibhaga, Paratva, Aparatva, Buddhi, Sukha, Duhkha, Iccha, Dvesa and Prayatna.°8 

« Karman - Utksepana, Avaksepana, Akuficana, Prasarana and Gamana.°9 
¢ Samanya - Cause of Anuvrtti (inclusion) alone.© 
« Visesa - Cause of Vyavrtti (exclusion) alone.®! 
¢ Samavaya - Cause of the knowledge of inherence.®2 

In Padarthadharmasangraha, six more have been added to the list of Guna-s 
namely, Gurutva, Dravatva, Sneha, Samskara, Adrsta and Sabda.°3 The types of 
Gamana-s are also mentioned namely, Bhramana, Recana, Spandana, Urdhvajvalana, 
Tiryakpatana, Namana, Unnamana, and so forth.%4 

As VaiSesika darsana is based on the definitions of the various padartha-s. 
Although the basic thesis remains the same or similar, the definitions do vary from 


author to author. As has been mentioned earlier, safeguarding themselves from the 


57 prthivyapastejo vayurakasam kalo digatma mana iti dravyani - VS, 1.1.5. See PDS (Prathama 
Adhyaya Prathama Ahnika), p. 1 


58 riiparasagandhasparsah sankhyah parimanani prthaktvam samyogavibhagau paratvaparatve 
buddhayah sukhaduhkhe icchadvesau prayatnasca gunah - VS, 1.1.6. See PDS (Prathama Adhyaya 
Prathama Ahnika), p. 1 


59 utksepanamavaksepanamakuficanam prasaranam gamanamiti karmani - VS, 1.1.7. See PDS 
(Prathama Adhyaya Prathama Ahnika), p. 2 


60 bhavo'nuvrttereva hetutvat samanyameva - VS, 1.2.3. See PDS (Prathama Adhyaya Dvitiya Ahnika), 
p.4 


61 anyatra'ntyebhyo visesebhyah - VS, 1.2.5. See PDS (Prathama Adhyaya Dvitiya Ahnika), p. 5 


62 jhedamiti yatah karyakaranyoh sa samavayah - VS, 7.2.26. See PDS (Saptama Adhyaya Dvitiya 
Ahnika), p. 41 


63 cagabdasamuccitasca gurutvadravatvasnehasamskaradrstasabdah saptaivetyevam caturvimSatirgunah 
- PDS (Uddesaprakarana), p. 3 


64 samanagrahanadbhramanarecanaspandanordhvajvalanatiryakpatananamanonnamanadayo 
gamanavisesa na jatyantarani - PDS (Uddesaprakarana), p. 4 
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counterarguments of the Vaitandika-s and such others, the Vaisesika-s kept revising 


their definitions to save them from the faults mentioned earlier. 


1.6 A Brief History of Refutations of The Nyaya-Vaisesika DarSana by 
Advaitin-s 

Gaudapada (~6th century CE) : In his Mandikya Karika-s, he presents 
counterarguments against the dvaitin-s or dualists. The scholars of the Nyaya and 
VaiSesika darsana-s also are dualists. In the said text, he attempts to refute the law of 
causation which is dear to them.® Instead of just refuting the ideas of the opponents 
he uses logical argumentation to establish the validity of his ideas. Adi Sankaracarya 
in his commentary on this text, adds to the arguments advanced by Gaudapada. 

Adi Sankaracarya (~9th century CE) : In his commentary on the Brahmasiitra, 
from siitra-s 2.2.4.11 to 2.2.4.19, he attempts to refute the Vaisesika ideas ranging 
from Paramanukaranavada to Samavaya, Guna, Parimana, and so forth. He has used 
the system of Vitanda. 


Sriharsa (12th century CE): In his Khandanakhandakhadya, he has attempted 


to refute many of the definitions and concepts on which the Vaisesika and Nyaya 

darsana-s are based. It is worth noting that a commentary on this work has been 

written by a Vaisesika scholar himself, who is none other than Sankara Misra. 
Citsukha (13th century CE) : In his Tattvapradtpika he has attempted to refute 


many definitions and ideas of the Vaisesika and other darsana-s as well. 


65 Mandikya Karika, 4.11- 4.23 
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1.7. History and Contribution of Anandajiiana 
1.7.1 Available historical information 

In the introduction of his book ‘Tarkasangraha of Anandajfiana’, T. M. 
Tripathi has stated that Anandajfiana and Anandagiri are one and the same. He is also 
the same as Janardana who is the author of Tattvaloka. Before his initiation into 
samnyasa, his name was Janardana. In his Isavasyabhasyatippana as Anandagiri, he 
mentions two ideas namely, parinamavada as per Bhaskara® and the six tatparyalinga- 
s7 as being formerly refuted in his Tattvaloka. These refutations have been found in 
the latter which confirms that Anandagiri and Janardana is one and the same person. 
Kika in his ISopanisadbhasya attributes Tattvaloka directly to Anandagiri.°8 

In his Tarkasangraha, Anandajiiana mentions Suddhananda as his Guru, while 
in Tattvaloka Janardana mentions Anubhitisvaripacarya as his Guru. It can be 
inferred that Anubhitisvaripacarya was his Guru before he took samnyasa, whereas 
Suddhananda was his Guru after that. 

Tripathi is of the opinion that Janardana is the same as Pandita Janardana of 
Gujarat who wrote Jananandana, which is a commentary on Kalidasa’s Meghadita, 
and Pratanubhasya which is a commentary on Kalidasa’s RaghuvamSa.® But S. A. 
Upadhyaya in the introduction of the book Vedanta Tattvaloka of Sri Janardana, 


doesn’t find the former’s evidence convincing enough.” 


66 bhaskarabhimatastu parinamavadastattvaloke nirasta evasmabhih - TS, Introduction, p. vi 
87 sat tatparyalingani viakalpena samuccayena casmabhistattvaloke darSsitaniti - TS, Introduction, p. vi 


68 bhaskaradimatastu parinamavadastattvalokadigranthe vispastam nirasta 
evanandagiryadivedantibhiriti - TS, Introduction, Footnote 4, p. vii 


69 TS, Introduction, p. vii 


70 VTL, Introduction, p. xiii 
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Evidences for Anandajfiana's date - 

« Anandagiri mentions his contemporary king at the end of his commentary on 
Padarthatattvanirnaya,’! who is Nrsimhadeva of Kalinga, who is either Narasimha I 
(CE 1238-64) or Narasimha II (CE 1278(9) - 1306).72 

¢ A commentary on Tattvaloka by Prajfianananda is dated Vikramt Samvat 1432 or 
1376 CE.73 

« Kika in his ISopanisadbhasya attributes Tattvaloka directly to Anandagiri. 

Hence, it could be concluded that Janardana alias Anandagiri or Anandajfiana 
lived during the later half of the thirteenth century.”4 A further revision of his date has 


been attempted in chapter 5 of this thesis. 


1.7.2 Texts authored by Anandajnana 
Source: Introduction of Vedanta Tattvaloka of Sri Janardana, pp. xvii-xviii 
a) Tika-s: 


¢ On Sankarabhasya on Prasnopanisad. 


-do- on Taittirlyopanisad. 


-do- on Aitareyopanisad. 


-do- on Sagaudapadtyakarikatharvavediya Mandtikyopanisad. 


-do- on Chandogyopanisad. 


-do- on Brhadaranyakopanisad. 


7 kalingadesadhipatau ... nrsimhadeve ... akari maya nibamdhah - New Catalogus Catalogorum, Vol. 
IL, p. 100 


72 The Delhi Sultanate (Chapter 13, B. Orissa), p. 361 
73 VTL (Introduction), p. xiii 


74 VTL (Introduction), p. xiii 
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¢ -do- on Mundakopanisad. 
¢ On Suresvaracarya’s Taittirlyopanisadbhasyavartika. 
- -do- Brhadaranyakopanisadbhiasyavartika titled ‘Sastraprakasika’. 


¢ On Adi Sankaracarya’s Atmajitanopadesavidhi. 


b) Commentaries: 


¢ On Sankarabhasya on Kenopanisad. 


-do- on Kathopanisad. 


-do- on Brahmasitra titled ‘Nyayanimaya’. 


-do- on Bhagavadgita. 


On Adi Sankaracarya’s UpadeSasahasri. 


-do- Pafictkaranaprakriya. 

¢ On Govindastaka. 

¢ On Daksinamirtyastaka. 

¢ On Triputiprakarana. 

¢ On Nyayaratnadipavali titled ‘Vedantaviveka’. 
¢ On Paficaprakriya titled ‘Tattvaviveka’. 


¢ On Padarthatattvanirnaya of Gangapuri Bhattaraka, titled ‘Tarkaviveka’. 


c) Original Works: 
¢ Tattvaloka. 
¢ Tarkasangraha. 
He has also authored a tippana on Sankarabhasya of Isavasyopanisad. Another 


text titled 'Gangadhari tika' authored by some Anandajfianayati is found in the 
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manuscripts’ list of published by Shri Bhuvaneshwari Pith, Granth Bhandar, Gondal. 
The name of the author makes it seem very likely that the author is Anandajfiana of 
Tarkasangraha. What is more interesting is that the subject of the manuscript is given 


as 'nyayasastra'. 


1.8 Tarkasangraha 
1.8.1 A brief outline 

The text is divided into three pariccheda-s or parts, where an attempt has been 
made to counter the definitions and concepts of all the six padartha-s of the Vaisesika 
darsana, mainly based on the Padarthadharmasangraha. The method of argumentation 
has been mentioned by the author at the end of the text, which is the demonstration of 
the impossibility of laksana and niyama, due to which not only Vaisesika, but other 
darsana-s also could be countered.75> The author generally spots faults like avyapti, 
ativyapti, asambhava, atmasraya, anyonyasraya, and so forth, in the definitions of the 
Vaisesika darsana. The unique aspect of this text is that here counterarguments have 
been presented against not only the definitions of each of the categories, but also 
against each and every sub-category of each category as accepted in the Vaisesika 
darsana. The other two aforesaid texts namely, Khandanakhandakhadya and 
Tattvapradipika usually deal only with the refutation of the definitions of the main 
categories and not their sub-categories. 

The author begins by arguing against Dvitva or two-ness, followed arguments 


against Tattva, Bhava, Abhava, and so forth. After this the author begins to counter 


7 vaisesikadarsane darsitanyayanurodhena darsanantaresu api niyamasambhavasya 
laksanasambhavasya ca abhidhaniyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 141 


22 


each and every category of the Vaisesika darsana in its entirety. The author ends the 
text with an upasamhara or conclusion, where he puts forward his ideas regarding 
Advaita Vedanta. The author also puts forward ideas of Advaita at the end of certain 
portions of this text before the upasamhara. For example at the end of the refutation of 
the Vaisesika definition of Atman, the author states ‘advitiyo nirgunasciddhdtuh atma 
iti siddham’ .76 

The title of the text that is, 'Tarkasangraha', seems to based on the idea of it 
being a 'samyak grahana' or 'sangraha' of Tarka or Tarkasastra (combination of Nyaya 
and Vaisesika), where 'grahana' means 'samyamana' or 'damana' (defeating or 
subduing).”7 In this way, the name 'Tarkasangraha' stands for the refutation of the 
entire Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s. The usage of the word 'tarka' in the sense of 
Nyaya darsana, is seen in some of the ancient texts on Nyaya.78 It shall include the 
Vaisesika darsana as well, because of being its samanatantra. 

Another way of analysing the name is this. The samasavigraha of 
‘tarkasangraha' could be done as 'tarkasca tarkasca tarkah tesam sangrahah'. One of 
the two tarka-s could denote the padartha-s of the Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s, 
whereas the other could denote the faults of reasoning such as 'atmasraya and so 
forth’. The implied meaning would be this, a collection of tarka-s (faults like 
anyonyasraya, etc.) related to the padartha-s and Tarkasastra. By the way of upacara, 
other faults like paksadosa-s and laksanadosa-s would be included along with faults 


like atmasraya and so forth. 


76 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 52 


77 tarkah tarkasastram tasya sangrahah samyaggrahanam samyagdamanam paritah parajayah 
khandanamiti yavat 


78 pirvatra tarkasabdenopattam uttaratra ca nyayavistaraSabdenaitadeva Sastramucyate - NM (Ahnika 
1), Vol. 1, p. 8 
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1.8.2. Importance of Tarkasangraha 

Generally the importance of a text can be inferred from the quotations of it 
which are found in other texts, but nothing asserts its importance better than its 
quotations which are found in the texts of those who were opposed to its ideas. In his 
Tarkasangraha, Anandajfiana has attempted to argue against the Vaisesika as well as 
the Nyaya darsana-s. But the impact of his argumentation can be better appreciated by 
the fact that Sesa Sarmgadhara in his commentary Nyayamuktavali on Udayanacarya’s 
Laksanavali, a text on Vaisesika darsana, quotes various portions of Tarkasangraha 
and attempts to counter against them. He mentions Anandajfiana by the title of 
Tarkasangrahakara.’7? The other opponent of Vaisesika darsana mentioned by him is 
Citsukha who is called the Tattvapradipikakara.8° 

One can infer that Anandajfiana’s refutations in Tarkasangraha must have had 
some substantial impact on the scholars of the Vaisesika darsana, so much so that one 
of them had to attempt to respond to his counterargumentation. Similarly, the impact 
of Tarkasangraha on Citsukha's Tattvapradipika, along with probable mentions of 
Tarkasangraha in other texts of Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s have been presented in 
chapter 5. Although other texts like Sriharsa's Khandanakhandakhadya aur Citsukha's 
Tattvapradipika are also known to be containing detailed refutations of the said 
darSana-s, yet it is only Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha which actually contains detailed 
refutations of the said darsana-s. The other two aforesaid texts mainly only refute the 
six categories of VaiSesika-s and not each subtype of the said categories. Hence one 


can find the refutation of dravya in the aforesaid two texts, but the refutations of each 


79 tarkasangrahakarastu nabhaso’nirvacaniyatamevamacaksate - LA (Dravyapadartha), p. 38 


80 yadapi tattvapradipikakarena prajagalbhe - LA (Dravyapadartha), p. 4 
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dravya like prthivi, ap, tejas and so forth is found only in Anandajfiana's 
Tarkasangraha. If one desires to read a detailed refutation of the Nyaya and Vaisesika 


darsana-s, Tarkasangraha is the one-stop text for that. 


1.8.3 The critical study of Anandajnana's Tarkasangraha 

Although there seems to be no ready definition of the words 'critical study' as 
a combination, yet a cursory look at the individual meanings of both the words, in the 
light of research, shall suffice in revealing its meaning and consequently the direction 
of this thesis. The adjective 'critical' is defined by the Oxford Learner's Dictionary as 
involving making fair, careful judgements about the good and bad qualities of 
somebody/something.’! The noun 'study' is defined by the same as a piece of research 
that examines a subject or question in detail.’ In this sense, through this thesis, an 
attempt has been made to examine Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha in detail, leading to 
fair, careful judgements about the various aspects of the same. 

Although there are several topics which have been countered in 
Tarkasangraha, yet only those topics which directly relate to the refutation of 
VaiSesika darsana, have been considered. The reason for this specification is based on 
a statement of the author himself.83 


Hence the critical study of Tarkasangraha includes the following : 


81 critical adjective - Definition, pictures, pronunciation and usage notes | Oxford Advanced Learner's 
Dictionary at OxfordLearnersDictionaries.com. (2021). Retrieved 6 September 2021, from https:// 
www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/definition/english/critical?q=critical 


82 study_1 noun - Definition, pictures, pronunciation and usage notes | Oxford Advanced Learner's 
Dictionary at OxfordLearnersDictionaries.com. (2021). Retrieved 6 September 2021, from https:// 
www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/definition/english/study_1?q=study 


83 vaisesikanaye darsitanyayanurodhena - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 141 
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a) 


b) 


) 


d) 


e) 


Identification of the tools and methods of argumentation, which have been 
mentioned and used. 

Identification of the sufficient, insufficient and unnecessary argumentation. 
Identification of scribal errors like misspelling, wrong sequence of words, missing 
portions, repetition in the text and suggesting corrections for the same. 
Identification of the sources of definitions and concepts which have been refuted. 
A reassessment and revision of the historical position of Anandajfiana, based on 
Tarkasangraha, especially in comparison with Sriharsa's Khandanakhandakhadya 


and Citsukha's Tattvapradipika. 


The broad method of research used for this thesis is analytical method of research. 


1.8.4 Tools of refutation used in Tarkasangraha 


Laksanadosa-s 


Three dosa-s of laksana have been widely accepted and used for refutation in 


Tarkasangraha, which is, avyapti, ativyapti and asambhava. Following are the basic 


definitions of these dosa-s : 


Ativyapti (over-application)- Alaksye laksanasya vartanam or residing of a laksana 
in the non-laksya.84 For example, when defining a cow, the laksana of Srmgitva or 
being a possessor of horns, applies also to non-cow, like deer. 

Avyapti (narrow application)- Laksyaikadesavrttitvam or not residing in a part of 
the laksya.85 For example, when defining a cow, the laksana which includes brown 


colour wouldn't apply to a white cow and so forth 


84 TSD (Pratyaksa Pariccheda), p. 121 


85 TSD (Pratyakgsa Pariccheda), p. 117 


Ze 


3. Asambhava (non-application)- Laksyamatravrttitvam or not residing in the laksya 
itself.86 For example, when defining a cow, the laksana of having one hoof 


wouldn't apply to any cow. 


Tarka-s 

Four tarka-s have been widely accepted as dosa-s, which have been used for 
refutation in Tarkasangraha namely, atmasraya, anyonyasraya, vyaghata and 
anavastha. Following are the basic definitions of these tarka-s: 

1. Atmdsraya - Svasya svapeksanam which is, dependence on one's own self. This 
can happen in three cases namely, origination, being and knowledge.’’? For 
example if this pot is produced by itself, then it would reside in the time before 
itself.88 In the case of origination and being; if this rtipa is the substratum of itself, 
then it would be a pot or a dravya but not a guna.8? In case of knowledge; if the 
knowledge of pot in the pot is produced by the knowledge of the pot, then that 
knowledge in pot wouldn't reside in the time of origination of its producer 
knowledge. 

2. Anyonydsraya - Svapeksapeksitvam which is, being dependent on one's own 


dependence.®! This too occurs in the aforesaid three cases. In case of origination; 


86 TSD (Pratyaksa Pariccheda), p. 121 
87 VV (Prathama Ullasa), p. 20 
88 yadyayam ghata etadghatajanakah syat etadghataptrvakalavrttih syat - VV (Prathama Ullasa), p. 20 


89 yadidam ripametadripadhikaranam syat tadetadghatah syat dravyam va syat guno na syaditi - VV 
(Prathama Ullasa), p. 20 


90 ghate tajjfianam yadi ghate tajjfianajanyajanakam syat tada ghate tajjfianotpattikalotpattikam na 
syaditi - VV (Prathama Ullasa), p. 21 


91 VV (Prathama Ullasa), p. 21 
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if this stick is produced by itself, then it wouldn't exist during the time of its 
origination.92 In the case of knowledge; if this pot is the object of the knowledge 
which is produced by the knowledge of this pot, then this pot would be different 
from itself.93 Here the objects of both the knowledges would become different, 
which would lead to the pot being different from itself. 

3. Vyaghata - Asambaddharthakam vakyam, which is, a contradictory or an illogical 
statement. For example when one says, "my mother is infertile or childless".% 
Once a woman has given birth to a child, she is no more eligible to be called 
childless or infertile. Samkaramisra includes this in the virodha nigrahasthana.95 

4. Anavastha - Klrptavastusajatiyavastuparamparakalpanasya viramabhavah which 
is, the absence of an end in a sequence which comprises of the ascertained thing 
and a thing similar to it.°° For example, if there is another jati in the jati and 
another jati in that also, then the sequence of jati-s will never end and this is 


anavastha.97 


Other dosa-s 
These relate to paksa, hetu and drstanta. 


1. Related to Paksa : 


92 yadyayam danda etaddandajanyah syat tada naitadutpattikalavrttih syat - VV (Prathama Ullasa), p. 
21 


93 ghatoyam yadyetadghatajfianajanyajfianavisayah syat tadaitadghatabhinnah syaditi - Vachaspatyam, 
Vol. 1, p. 217 


94 mata me vandhya iti 
95 vyaghato'pi na tarkavisesah kintu virodhanigrahasthanantarbhitah - VV (Prathama Ullasa), p. 19 
96 Entry on Anavastha, Nyayakoéa, pp. 19-20 


97 yatha jatau jatyantaram tatrapi jatyantaramityevam tatra tatra jatyantarasvikarenavastha - entry on 
Anavastha, NyayakoSa, p. 20 
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ill. 


vi. 


Pratyaksaviruddha - When the sadhya of the paksa is known to be nonexistent in 
the paksa through pratyaksa. Example; fire is not hot.%8 

Anumdanaviruddha - When the aforesaid is known through anumana. Example; 
caksu does not perceive rtipa.% 

Agamaviruddha - When the sadhya of the paksa goes against the Agama or 
authoritative texts like smrti-s and so forth Example; wine should be drunk by a 
Brahmana.!9 It is established through the smrti-s that a Brahmana should not 
drink any such thing. 

Lokaprasiddhiviruddha - When something is said about the paksa which goes 
against the conventional usage of common people. Example; moon is not 'Sasin' (a 
name of moon accepted by common people in their usage).10! 
Svasiddhantaviruddha - When one says something about the paksa which is 
opposed to their own siddhanta. Example; when a Bauddha says 'Sound is 
eternal'.!02 In their siddhanta it is non-eternal. 

Svavacanaviruddha - When someone says something about the paksa which 
contradicts itself. Example; my mother is a childless woman, my father is a 


celibate since his childhood. !% 


98 anusno'gniriti - Nyayakalika, p. 9 


99 na caksii ripam grhnati - Nyayakalika, p. 9 


100 brahmanena sura peya - Nyayakalika, p. 9 


101 na candrah Sasi - Nyayakalika, p. 9 


102 nityah Sabda iti bauddhasya svasiddhantaviruddhah - Nyayakalika, pp. 9-10 


103 janani me vandhya pita me balabrahmacari - Nyayakalika, p. 10 
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vil. Upamanaviruddha - When someone says something about the paksa which goes 
against what has been established by the upamana pramana. Example; this body 
which looks like a 'go' (cow) is not a named 'gavaya' (nilgai).!04 

vill. Aprasiddhavisesana - When something is said about the paksa, which is in the 
form of a quality or condition (visesana), but is known to be impossible or 
nonexistent. Example; this ground has been torn by the horns of a hare. !05 

ix. Aprasiddhavisesya - When the paksa itself is known to be nonexistent. Example; 
the horn of hare is sharp.!% 

x. Aprasiddhobhaya - When both the paksa (viSesya) and its visesana are known to 
be nonexistent. Example; this man who is the son of a childless woman, carries 


the bow made of the horns of hare.!97 


2. Related to Drstanta : 


i. Sdadhyavikala - When the drstanta of similarity goes against the sadhya of the 
paksa. Example; sound is eternal because it is amirta, like buddhi.!°8 Sadhya is 
eternality, while the similar example, which is buddhi is non-eternal although it is 


amurta. 


104 na gavayasabdavacyo'yam gosadrsah pindah - Nyayakalika, p. 10 
105 gasasrngavidirneyam bhimih - Nyayakalika, p. 10 

106 gasasrngam tiksnam - Nyayakalika, p. 10 

107 Sagasrmgadhanurdharo'yam vandhyasutah - Nyayakalika, p. 10 


108 nityah Sabdah amirtatvat .. yatha buddhih - Nyayakalika, p. 11 
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ill. 


Vi. 


Sadhanavikala - When the drstanta of similarity goes against the sadhana or hetu. 
Example; sound is eternal because it is amirta, like paramanu.!°9 Although 
paramanu is eternal, yet it is not considered as amirta. Hence, this example is 
opposed to the sadhana. 

Ubhayavikala - When the drstanta of similarity goes against both sadhya and 
sadhana. Example; sound is eternal because it is amirta, like a pot.!!9 The pot is 
opposed to the sadhya as it is non-eternal and is opposed to the sadhana as it is 
miurta. 

Ananvaya - When instead of showing the vyapti between sadhana and sadhya, 
some one states that two dharma-s or attributes as sadhana-ness and sadhya-ness 
reside in the paksa. Example; when saying that whatever is amirta is eternal, like 
akasa, instead of showing the vyapti in the example, one says amirta-ness and 
eternal-ness reside in akasa.!!! 

Viparitanvaya - When one reverses the order of vyapti which is, where there is 
sadhya, there is sadhana. Example; whatever is eternal is amiirta.!!2 This would 
not apply to paramanu which is taken by the Naiyayika-s and VaiSesika-s as 
eternal and mirta. 

Sddhyavyavrtta - While giving the opposite example, when one does not 


disconnect the example from the sadhya. Example; sound is eternal because it is 


109 same example as before, with 'yatha paramanuh' - Nyayakalika, p. 11 


110 same example as before, with 'yatha ghatah' - Nyayakalika, p. 11 


111 yadamirtam tannityam yatha akasamiti vaktavye akase nityatvamirtatve stah iti - Nyayakalika, p. 


11 


112 yannityam tadamurtamiti - Nyayakalika, p. 11 
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amurta, where there isn't eternal-ness, there isn't murta-ness, like in paramanu- 
s.!13 For the reason mentioned above, the example is connected to the sadhya. 

vil. Sadhanavyavrtta - While giving the opposite example, when one does not 
disconnect the example from the sadhana. Example; sound is eternal because it is 
amurta, where there isn't eternal-ness, there isn't mirta-ness, like in buddhi.!!4 
Buddhi is taken to be amiurta, hence it is connected with the sadhana. 

vill. Ubhayavyavrtta - While giving the opposite example, when one does not 
disconnect the example from both the sadhya and sadhana. Example; sound is 
eternal, because it is amirta, where there isn't eternal-ness, there isn't murta-ness, 
like in kaSa.!!5 AkaSa is considered both eternal and amirta. 

ix. Avyatireka - This is like ananvaya. Example; instead of showing vyapti between 
the absence of eternal-ness and amirta-ness in the pot, one instead says that 
eternal-ness and amirta-ness don't reside in the pot.!!6 

x. Viparitavyatirekah - When one shows the vyatireka vyapti in the opposite order 
which is, wherever there is absence of sadhana, there is absence of sadhya.!!7 This 
vyatireka vyapti does not apply to the cases where, even in the absence of smoke, 


there is the presence of fire, as in the hot iron bar. 


113 nityah Sabdo'mirtatvadityatraiva hetau yatra nityatvam nasti tatra mirtatvamapi nasti yatha 
paramanusu - Nyayakalika, p. 11 


114 same example as before, with 'yatha buddhau' - Nyayakalika, p. 11 
115 same example as before, with 'yatha akase' - Nyayakalika, p. 11 


116 yatra nityatvannasti tatramiirtatvamapi nasti yatha ghate iti vaktavye ghate nityatvamirtatve na stah 
- Nyayakalika, pp. 11-12 


117 sadhanabhave sadhyabhavakathanam - Nyayakalika, p. 12 
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1.8.5 Method of refutation 

Tarkasangraha looks like a text based on vitanda, but in the second pariccheda, 
Anandajfiana has refuted it.!!8 So it is reasonable to say that he has not claimed to use 
vitanda. Because of this reason the immunity provided to a vaitandika cannot be 
available to Anandajfiana. He does inform us of a method at the end of his text which 
has two constituents, namely niyamasambhava and laksanasambhava,!!9 which he 
claims to be applicable to all other darsana-s, as is applicable to the Vaisesika. His 
arguments ending in 'niyamakabhava' seem to be connected with the 
niyamasambhava, whereas those where he points out avyapti, ativyapti, and so forth, 
seem to be connected with laksanasambhava. 

Sriharsa says in his Khandanakhandakhadya that in case of vitanda, there is 
immunity against counter-refutation.!2° Having refuted vitanda itself, Anandajfiana 
has given up that immunity. On several occasions he uses a method where he refutes 
one main category and claims that it refutes its sub-categories as well. During the 
refutation of hetvabhasa he states: 

"mulabhave na sakhanam praroho jagatiksyate / 
abhasalaksanabhave tadbhedavacanam na ca //"!2! 

Giving the example of the absence of growth of branches in the absence of the 
root of a tree, he says that when the laksana of abhasa is absent, its types cannot be 


said to exist. 


118 na kacit vitanda nama katha panditahrdayapundarikam adhirodhati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 


119 vaisesikadarsane darsitanyayanurodhena darganantaresu api niyamasambhavasya 
laksanasambhavasya ca abhidhaniyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 141 


120 vitandakathamalambya khandananam vaktavyatvat tatra ca vyavrtya svapaksanirvaham prati 
paryanuyoganavakasat - KKK (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 127 


121 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 99 
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Similarly, during the refutation of chala he says: 
"chale’siddhe kutah siddhistattraividhyasya kathyatam / 
na hi svartipe’samsiddhe tadbhedo bhagitam bhajet//"!22 
It is reasonable to say that if the main category has been refuted, its subtypes 
cannot claim to have any separate valid existence of their own, and hence there is no 
need to separately refute them. For example if one has refuted X, its subtypes X1, X2, 
upto Xn are automatically refuted, because the one who claims the validity of X, has 
themselves connected the subtypes to it. Once refuted, any mention or use of X by the 
opponent shall be refuted by simply stating that it has been refuted earlier. 
Anandajfiana says during the refutation of Ap: 

"na ca tadiyam Sariram ayonijameva iti visesah tasya prthivyadhikare nirastatvat" !23 
Having refuted ayonija Sartra during the refutation of Prthivil, when it is again 
mentioned during that of Ap, he simply mentions that it has been refuted earlier. 

Hence, Anandajfiana's efficient method has two steps: 
1. Refute the main category and its subcategories would themselves be refuted. 
2. Wherever the refuted entity is mentioned again, counter it by stating that it has 
been already refuted. 
But it is clear that sometimes he uses this method, whereas at other times, he 
does not, which leads to the lengthening of argumentation. For example, during the 


refutation of hetu, he says that its threefoldness cannot be proved.!24 Much before 


122 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 
123 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 36 


124 na niruktiryada hetostattraividhyam kutastada / 
na hi dharminyasamsiddhe taddharmah siddhimasnute // - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 95 
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that, he claims to have refuted vyapti.!25 The threefoldness of hetu is based on the two 
types of vyapti (anvaya and vyatireka). Because both vyapti and hetu have been 
refuted earlier, his discussion and refutation of the paficartipatva of the 
anvayavyatirekin hetu is unnecessary.!2° It is so because he himself seems to accept 
that his previous refutation is either weak or incomplete. Consequently his earlier 
claims of having refuted those definitions could be questionable. 

Now the question is; for the fulfilment of what purpose does he claim to have 
created Tarkasangraha? At the end of the text he says: 

"krtinamupakaraya krto’yam tarkasangrahah"!27 

Although it could be a rather subjective view about how efficient is this text 
for the upakara of the Krtin-s or the wise, it must be kept it mind that adequate brevity 
and clarity helps the reader understand what the author intends to convey. 
Unnecessarily stretching a discussion could lead to confusion and even disinterest in 
the reader. 

In the following chapters, to avoid an overstretch in each chapter by the way 
of a detailed description of the Vaisesika and Nyaya darSana-s, the parallels from 
various texts of both, have been shown as and when needed. The main content of the 


chapters is what has been presented in the Tarkasangraha. 


125 yyapteh adhastadeva pratyuktatvat tadavantarabhedasya anvayasya vaktum ayuktatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 93 


126 na ca paficartipah anvayavyatirek1 iti upapadyate - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 95 


127 TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 142 
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Chapter 2 
REFUTATIONS IN THE 


PRATHAMA PARICCHEDA 


Chapter 2 


REFUTATIONS IN THE PRATHAMA PARICCHEDA 


This pariccheda contains the refutations beginning from dvitva to manas. The 
refutation of Vaisesika padartha-s (categories) begins with the refutation of dravya. 
Before dravya, there are the refutations of dvitva, tattva, sattva, asattva, bhava, 
abhava, bhavatva in six (padartha-s), abhavatva in four (abhava-s). Although one may 
find important insights in the refutations prior to that of dravya, as they haven't been 
used during the refutation of Vaisesika darsana, except for a very few instances, the 
most important refutations from the point of view of Vaisesika darsana begin with that 
of dravya. 

After dravya, the refutation of all the nine dravya-s has been attempted by 
Anandajfiana. After the refutation of vayu, he attempts the refutation of sarga and 
pralaya. In all of these refuted padartha-s and concepts, some are those which can be 
likened to the backbone of Vaisesika darsana. The concept of laksana, the concept of 
karana and karya, the concept of paramanu and the concept of dravya set the ground 
for the establishment of other padartha-s as well as their subcategories. 

For Vaisesika darsana which lays great emphasis on laksana-s (definitions), 
the concept of laksana is very essential. The process of construction of a laksana is 
also important because it provides a justifiable ground for it. Each and every padartha 
and its subdivisions have been assigned various laksana-s, which makes the refutation 
of laksana applicable to all of them. The next concept is that of karya and karana, 
which the Vaisesika darsana cannot do without. The refutation of this also has an 
effect on the very foundation of Vaisesika darsana. To say for example that X is the 


ah 


cause of Y, or Y is the effect of X, the very concept of cause and effect should be well 
defined. The author refutes the definitions and the concept of karya or effect, which 
leads to consequent refutation of the Vaisesika concept of karana or cause. 

The concept of paramanu is so essential to the Vaisesika darsana because 
without it the origin and dissolution of perceivable material objects cannot be 
explained. The four dravya-s namely, prthivi, ap, tejas and vayu are those which are 
said to reside originally in the form of eternal paramanu-s. Hence, to refute the 
concept of paramanu would lead to the refutation of the idea that these dravya-s in 
their paramanu-forms are eternal. Also this would lead to the disputation of the 
concept of sarga and pralaya which cannot happen in the absence of paramanu-s. The 
padartha called visesa is known and imagined only on the basis of paramanu-s and 
vibhu dravya-s. So if the concept of paramanu is refuted, so would be the concept of 
visesa, although partially. 

Next comes the refutation of the concept and definitions of dravya which is 
the first padartha of the Vaisesika darsana. The other padartha-s depend on dravya. So, 
a refutation of dravya would indirectly lead to the refutation of both the subdivisions 
of dravya as well as of the other padartha-s. Because of this reason they have been 
termed as primary concepts and their refutations as primary. Hence, the refutations of 


individual dravya-s have been termed as secondary. 


2.1 Primary Refutations 
2.1.1 Laksana 
During the refutation of prthivi dravya, Anandajfiana dedicates some portion 


to the critiquing of the concept of laksana. He begins this with a verse saying that 
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when the visesana is established, there cannot be vyatireka and if the viSesana is not 

established, the paksa will incur the fault of aprasiddhavisesana.!28 Here he begins the 

critique of the laksana as a vyatireka anumana in which the paksa is so wide that there 
is no sapaksa or similar example. As told by KeSavamisra in his Tarkabhasa, a laksana 
is the statement of an asadharanadharma or unique attribute of something. !2° 

Anandajfiana seems to have based his critique of laksana on the corresponding portion 

in Udayana's Kiranavall. 

Refutation Based on Kevalavyatireka Anumana. The critique of laksana 
begins with the typical kevalavyatireka anumana which is, prthivi is differentiated 
from ap dravya and so forth, because it is prthivi (or because of prthivi-ness).!3° The 
author first questions the need for the vyatireka anumana. He proceeds in the 
following manner: 

* Is the difference from ap-dravya and so forth (abadibheda) established in ap-dravya 
and so forth alone, and without anumana? If yes, then it amounts to contradiction 
(vyaghata). The reason for this contradiction is that in case such a difference is 
residing in those entities alone, they would be different from their own selves. In the 
example of ghata or pot, and pata or cloth, there is the difference from pot 
(ghatabheda) in the cloth and the difference from cloth (patabheda) in the pot, and 
not the difference from pot in the pot itself (and same with cloth). 

¢ If such a difference is established without anumana in prthivi, then anumana is of no 


use. 


128 visesanaprasiddhau ca vyatirekah kuto'nvayam / 
tadaprasiddhau paksah syadaprasiddhavisesana // - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 24 


129 asadharanadharmavacanam - TB (Pramana Padartha), p. 27 


130 prthivi abadibhyo bhidyate prthivitvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 24 
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* If such a difference is not-established at all, there would be a fault of 
aprasiddhavisesana. This is because such dravya-s as ap dravya and so forth form a 
visesana of the difference and if such a difference (visistabheda) is not established at 
all, it cannot be validly established in prthivi. 

* If such a difference is established without anumana, as in the products of prthivi 
dravya like pot and so forth, then it would either become a paksa (entering prthiv1) 
or a sapaksa. If it becomes a sapaksa, then a vyatireka anumana cannot be used. If it 
becomes a paksa, then it would be futile to use anumana in this portion of prthivi. 

Even Udayana in his Kiranavali recognises the fault of aprasiddhavisesana 
from the ptrvapaksa point of view.!3! Similarly he considers the fault of the 
uselessness of anumana if such a difference is already established through 
pratyaksa.!32 The reply which Udayana gives to this, is considered by Anandajfiana.!33 

From the point of view of purvapaksa, Anandajfiana considers what this 
uselessness of anumana would mean.!>4 If it means 'being the object which is already 
agreed upon' (sampratipannarthagocaratva), then even in the cases like inferring fire 
from smoke, there would be this uselessness because in those cases there would be the 
hill, and so forth, which are agreed upon by both the debaters.!35 If it means not being 


able to establish that which is not agreed upon (taditarasadhakatva), then beginning 


131 tathapyaprasiddhavisesanah paksah / itaravyavacchedasya kvacidapyasiddheh / - KA (Dravya 
Padartha), p. 29 


182 siddhau va sadhanavaiyarthyat / itaravyavrtterghatadaveva pratyaksasiddhatvat / - KA (Dravya 
Padartha), p. 29 


133 kintvaparamanora ca bhigolakat prthivitvanimittakrante vyaptya vyavacchedakabhedavyavrttya 
vyavrttirna siddheti sadhyata iti na dosah / - KA (Dravya Padartha), p. 29 


134 nanu kimidam vaiyarthyam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 24 


135 dhimanumanaderapi tathatvaprasangat parvataderubhayasampratipannasya sphuranat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 24 
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from the paramanu, upto the bhiigola, the disputed difference (itaravyavaccheda) is 
yet to be established.!36 By saying that it is yet to be established, the ptrvapaksa is 
attempting to remove the fault of siddhasadhana. Anandajfiana has said that such a 
difference is directly established in pot, and so forth, and so there would be 
siddhasadhana in that anumana. To this the piirvapaksa says that such a difference is 
yet to be established in the complete range of prthivi dravya, beginning from the 
paramanu-s, upto the bhiigola, where this whole set would become the paksa.!37 

To this Anandajfiana replies with the idea of samudaya (whole) and samudayin 
(part), and considers two options; first, where both are different, and second where 
both are the same.!38 The similar problem of sapaksa and paksa arise when samudaya 
and samudayin are different. He takes the pot and so forth (all the products of prthivi 
dravya which are directly perceivable are included here) to be samudayin.!39 He spots 
the same problems, which are, the impossibility of vyatireka when the samudayin is 
sapaksa, and the futility of anumana when samudayin is in the paksa. In case 
samudayin and samudaya are not different, if samudaya is reduced to samudayin, the 
sadhya would remain unestablished, because the whole samudaya (from paramanu to 
bhigola) is now only the samudayin (pot etc.). Then he says that if the samudayin is 
reduced to samudaya, similar would happen and also that a samudaya cannot be 


ascertained as an independent entity in and of itself separate from samudayin. 


136 4 paramanoh 4 ca bhigolakam itaravyavacchedadasya sampratipannatiriktasya prakrte'pi 
sadhyamanatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 24 


187 see Footnote 136 
138 samudayasya samudayino bhede... abhede'pi ... - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 24 


189 samudayini kumbhadau - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 24 
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Refutation Based on The Definition of Laksana. Although after this 
Anandajfiana considers the combination of anvaya and vyatireka anumana to 
established such a difference, what he discusses next, fits at this point. A laksana is 
taken to be that which differentiates both the similar and dissimilar entities from the 
laksya or the entity on which it is applied.!4° The whole range of prthivi dravya-s 
entering into a single paksa, on the basis that they are not other dravya-s, requires the 
ascertaining that they are indeed only prthivi dravya-s. The question is; how would 
such an ascertainment be possible before the aforementioned difference is 
established? If 'prthivitva' is the laksana which applies only to prthivi dravya-s and not 
all prthivi dravya-s are directly perceivable, how to become sure that those 
imperceptible prthivi dravya-s are indeed prthivi dravya-s alone? 

Anandajfiana says that without a sangrahaka,!4! the laksya or object of 
prthivitva laksana cannot be ascertained in the form 'this much is prthivi' (from the 
paramanu to bhigola) and in the absence of the ascertainment of such a laksya 
(without a sangrahaka), the differentiation of similar and dissimilar entities cannot be 
done.!42 Dravya-s and their manifestations are innumerable and not all such 


manifestations are directly perceivable. So the ascertainment that a certain set of 


140 sajatiyavijattyavyavacchedo laksanasya phalam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 25 
In KA, it is mentioned thus; tatha cacaryah samanasamanajatiyavyavacchedo laksanartha iti 


141 The term 'sangrahaka' seems to be connected to 'upasangrahaka'. Sankaramisra while commenting 
on a passage of Khandanakhandakhadya, defines it as 'avacchedaka'. Anandapiirna explains it as 
‘anugatataya sakalyena tadgrahanaheturtipam’. Raghunathasiromani explains it as ‘upasamgrahakam 
anugatam ripam'. Anandajfiana tells that its function is to ascertain 'etavati prthivi' so that the laksya 
could be ascertained. All the entities put in the laksya should have 'prthivitva' as a common or anugata 
attribute. Udayana in his Kiranavali says that all entities ranging from paramanu to bhigola is the paksa 
in which the abadibheda is to be established (see Footnote 133). They are to be included through 
vyapti, and the every such entity would be 'akranta' by 'prthivitva'. This is why the hetu 'prthivitvat' 
shall be applicable to them. Hence, the explanations of Anandapiirna and Raghunathasiromani 
regarding 'upasangrahaka' seem to suggest the same for 'sangrahaka'. 


142 sangrahakamantarena etavati prthivi iti laksyanirdharanasiddhau tatsajatiyavijatiyaniscayat 
tadvyavacchedasya duranusthanatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), pp. 25-26 
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dravya-manifestations is indeed only this dravya and not another, needs some ground 
to be established. This set is the laksya or the object on which the laksana is to be 
applied. Now, when the laksya itself cannot be ascertained, how can the ascertainment 
of its similar and dissimilar entities be done? 

Anandajfiana suggests that the sangrahaka could collect all such entities and a 
laksya could be ascertained. But then he says that if a sangrahaka is performing that 
function, laksana is rendered useless.!43 He then proceeds to show the anyonyasraya 
fault in both the laksya and its similar and dissimilar entities; when the laksya is 
ascertained, its similar and dissimilar entities are ascertained, when such entities are 
ascertained, a laksya is ascertained which is differentiated from both similar and 
dissimilar entities.'44 Hence, the laksya requires the very thing which it is shown to 
produce. 

Anandajfiana considers another point of pirvapaksa against the fault of 
anyonyasraya, which is the establishing of laksya via the svartipa of the concerned 
entity.!45 To this he says that if it is so, there would be no use of a sangrahaka.!46 


Anandajfiana says that as the similar entities (sajatiya dravya-s) are infinite, how 


143 kenapi sangrahakena laksyanirdharanasiddhau tatsajatyavaijatyaniscayena tadvyavacchedo 
laksanena sadhyate cet sangrahakadeva laksyanirdharanasiddheh vrtha laksanakatha syat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 26 


144 Jaksyasiddhau ca tatsajatiyavijatiyasiddhih tatsiddhau tadvyavacchinnalaksyasiddhih - 
ityanyonyasrayata - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 26 


145 svariipena laksyasiddheh na - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 26 


146 anyatha tadupanyasavaiyarthyat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 26. 

He says that the sangrahaka is 'vyavrttayavatsadhaka’, or as the back side of folio number 5 of the 
manuscript reads 'vyavrttayavatsadhaka'. As per the discussion in footnote 51, this word does not seem 
correct. As per the discussion, one could get a sense of absence of 'vyavrtti' or difference, which is in 
opposition of 'anugatata'. Hence, it seems that in the manuscript 'vyavrttayavatsadhaka' is a miswriting 
of 'vyavrttyabhavasadhaka’. If we take the latter reading, it makes sense, as the function of sangrahaka 
would be about establishing similarity and not difference. The scribe of the manuscript also seems to 
indicate a correction by putting a left-to-right slanting line on 'tta', which may mean that 'tta’ is 'ttya’. 
Hence, 'vyavrttyabhavasadhaka' seems to be the correct reading. 
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would their 'this-much-ness' be established?!47 This 'this-much-ness' is regarding their 
(the so called 'prthivi' entities) prthivi-ness, which is yet to be established. The 
manifestations of dravya-s other than prthivi are infinite. Those which are beyond our 
perception, would need some ground for them being put into the paksa with the tag of 
'prthivi'. He then adds that even if there is some sangrahaka which performs the said 
function, to apply it to all the infinite manifestations as a rule (niyama), would require 
another niyamaka (regulator), due to which there would be anavastha dosa (infinite 
regress) and the laksana which is thought to be producing 'vyavacchitti' or 
differentiation wouldn't be established. !48 

Anandajfiana points out that the infinite number of entities that a Vaisesika is 
trying to put under a single tag of 'prthivi' needs a sangrahaka, which is based on 
anugama (uniform character). Hence, the very laksya cannot be ascertained without a 
sangrahaka, which would collect all those entities at one place. In the absence of the 
ascertainment of a laksya, the similar and dissimilar entities of it, cannot be 
ascertained. But it is only when the similar and dissimilar entities have been 
ascertained, that a laksya is ascertained as being different from both. This 
anyonyasraya fault along with the idea of a sangrahaka doing the job of a laksana, 
challenges the very concept of laksana. Hence, the solution of the siddhasadhana fault 
proposed by the Vaisesika, stands disputed. 

Refutation based on the meaning of the word 'prthivi'. Anandajfiana then 


challenges the idea that 'prthivitva' resides in 'prthivivyakti’ (individual prthiv1) 


147 kifica sajattyavyaktinam anantyat kutah tasam etavattvam antarena sangrahakam grhyate - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 26 


148 tasmimsca kasmimscit grhite tasya anantasu vyaktisu niyamena nivesasiddhaye 


niyamakantaranvesanayam anavasthanat kutah tadvyavacchittiphalakam laksanam sidhyet - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 26 
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because it is expressed by the word 'prthivi'.!49 In case 'prthivitva' is said to reside in 
vyakti or the physical individual, then it would also reside in pot and so forth, but 
since the opponent has not put the pot and so forth inside the sapaksa, there would be 
opposition.!5° In case it is said to reside in the akrti (specific form or that which makes 
the jati known), it cannot be said to reside in the akrti alone because there is no akrti 
separate from vyakti. In such a case even guna and so forth would be called 'prthivi' 
because they too are like akrti.!51 In case it is said to reside in a viSista akrti, if it is a 
visista (specified) akrti of a specific pot, as it cannot reside in another vyakti, the pot 
would become its visesana (specification).!52 A jati which resides only in a certain 
vyakti cannot reside in multiple vyakti-s.'53 In case the akrti is expressed as 
metaphorically connected with the vyakti (the features of vyakti seem to be in the 
akrti), then this metaphorical connection is based on the idea of akrti being influenced 
by vyakti, and that is because the vyakti is metaphorically connected with the akrti, 
incurring the fault of itaretarasraya. !54 

The main argument above is that if prthivitva is in vyakti then the pot and so 


forth should have been in the sapaksa. But as the anumana is kevalavyatireka type, it 


149 prthivitvam abadibhyo bhinnanekaprthivivyaktimatranistham prthivisabdavacyatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 26 


150 kumbhadivyaktau prthivisabdavacyatve'pi yathoktasadhyabhavat viruddhata - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 
26 


151 gunatvaderapi akrtitvavisesat prthivisabdena vacyatapatat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 26 


152 visistakrteh tathatve’pi ghatadivyaktisamghatitakrteh tacchabdavacyayah vyaktyantaragamitve 
ghataderapi visesanataya tannisthatvaprasaktya - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 26. 

Although the expression in the text is 'vyaktyantaragamitve' (keeping in view T. M. Tripathi's 
suggestion), the 'vyaktyantaragamitve' is congruent to 'vyaktyantaranisthatvanupapatteh’. 


153 jateh yatkificidvyaktinisthayah vyaktyantaranisthatvanupapatteh 
anekavyaktisamavetatvasambhavadosah - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 26 


154 vyaktyupalaksitakrteh vacyatve kutah tadupalaksanatvam iti viksayam tadakrantatvaditi 


vaktavyam/ tadapi katham ityapeksayam tanmatrenopalaksanatvaditi vaktavye katham na 
itaretarasrayata - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 26 
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does not have any room for sapaksa. If prthivitva is said to reside in the akrti, any 
akrti cannot be spoken about separately from its vyakti.!55 One cannot call a pure akrti 
(without vyakti) as 'prthivi'. Even an akrti specified by a vyakti (individual) cannot 
reside in another vyakti, making the jati not reside in multiple vyakti-s. Hence, the 
three vyatireka anumana-s stand disputed, on what looks like a valid ground.!5¢ It has 
been accepted by those belonging to Nyaya and VaiSesika that laksana-s are solely 
based on kevalavyatireka anumana-s. The main faults with this kind of anumana are 
aprasiddhavisesana and siddhasadhana. 

Refutation Based on Anvayavyatireka Anumana. Anandajfiana considers 
another promised solution to the aprasiddhavisesana fault which is, two anumana-s, 
one being anvayavyatireka and the other being vyatireka. The role of the former is to 
prove the existence of the disputed abadibheda in a general manner, whereas the latter 
would prove its existence in prthivi specifically.!57 For the one who does not believe 
in bheda, there would be the fault of asrayasiddhi, because the paksa itself is 
disputed.1!58 Similar is the case with the hetu (bhedatvat). The only way to remove this 


dispute is to say that it is established by pratyaksa, in which case the anumana would 


155 Vatsyayana's commentary on Nyayasitra 2.2.70 says about akrti; sa ca nanya sattvavayavanam 
tadavayavanam ca niyatad vyuhaditi. This makes it clear that one cannot see akrti as different from 
vyakti. 


186 prthivi abadibhyo bhidyate prthivitvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 24 

vimatam prthiviti vyavahartatvyam prthivitvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 26 

prthivi abadibhyo bhinnanekaprthivivyaktimatranistham prthivisabdavacyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 
26 

157 na ca aprasiddhavisesanata jaladibhedah kvacidasritah bhedatvat ghatabhedavat iti samanyato 
dharmisiddhau tadvisesasya vyatirekina siddheh yadva prthivi kificitpratiyogikabhedavati bhedavattvat 
ghatavat iti samanyena pratiyogisiddhau tadvisesasya vyatirekina siddeh - TS (Pariccheda 1), pp. 24-25 


158 na hi jaladibhedah kvacidaérito bhedatvaditi samanyato visesanasiddhih jaladibhedameva 
anangikurvatah prati asrayasiddheh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 25 
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again become useless.!59 In this way the anumana 'prthivi possesses a certain bheda 
related to a pratiyogin, because it possesses bheda' is refuted.!®° In case one says that 
in a vyatireka anum§ana, there's no fault of aprasiddhavisesana, the anumana 'earth is 
scratched by the horns of a hare, because it is earth' would become a valid 
anumana.!6! If at the end the opponent proposes to accept such a bheda (abadibheda) 
in order to rule out sankara or a state of mixup of all the concerned dravya-s, in that 
case the imagined bheda would be considered as pramanika by the opponent, which is 
not possible.!2 The fault of anyonyasraya too would occur because the asankara 
(absence of mixup) depends upon the establishing of pramanikabheda and the 
establishing of pramanikabheda depends upon asankara.!© 
Through this whole discussion Anandajfiana has put forward the following 
points: 
i. The vyatireka anumana which is being used to establish laksana, suffers from 
aprasiddhavisesana and siddhasadhana faults. 
ii. The two step method of anvaya and vyatireka anumana-s for establishing the 
laksana, suffers from asrayasiddhi and anarthakya faults. 
iii. Instead of laksana, the sangrahaka performs the function of collecting and 


differentiating the laksya. 


159 sarvametat prasiddhisiddham iti cet kimidantm prasiddhimavalambya anumanam sisadhayisasi 
tarhi tathaiva tadarthasiddheh anarthakam anumanamapadyeta - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 25 


160 etena prthivi kificitpratiyogikabhedavati bhedavattvat iti pratyidham - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 25 


161 na ca vyatirekini visegsanaprasiddhih adiigsanam bhih Sasavisanollikhita bhitvat ityasyapi 
sadanumanatvaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 25 


162 prthivya jaladibhyo bhedabhave sankaraprasangat tannisthatadbhedasya samanyato 
manayogyatvasiddhau tadvisesajijiasayam vyatirekyupanyasat na aprasiddhavisesanata iti cet na 
kalpite bhedavasat asankarasiddhau bhedasya manayogyatopanyasasambhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 
25 


163 anyatha pramanikabhedasiddhau asankarah tatasca tadrgbhedasiddhih ityanyonyasrayat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 25 
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Hence, the very concept of laksana has been disputed on grounds, which 
cannot be called invalid. 

In the case of an akrti which is specified by a specific vyakti like an individual 
ghata and so forth, the specified akrti of that ghata cannot reside in many ghata 
vyakti-s, in which case, the ghatatva jati also could not reside in multiple ghata-s 
(vyakti-s). It could be that the specific akrti of a specific vyakti would reside only in 
that vyakti, and because akrti is said to inform about jati,!® as the akrti resides in only 
one specific vyakti, and cannot reside in others, the jati it informs about wouldn't be 
the one which resides in multiple vyakti-s. 

The refutation of laksana on the basis of anumana could've been more brief as 
the faults are majorly the same. The problem regarding the ascertainment of the 
laksya without a sangrahaka is an important point. The ascertainment of a laksya is a 
prerequisite to every anumana. This refutation of laksana can be applied to all other 
padartha-s too. This could be taken as the main 'laksanasambhava' method of 
refutation, which Anandajfiana mentions at the end of the text. It could also be said 
that after this point, there seems to be no need to refute specific laksana-s of various 


padartha-s. 


2.1.2. Karya 
During the refutation of an anumana of the dvyanuka of prthivi,!®© 
Anandajfiana attempts a short refutation of the concept of karya (effect). Following 


are the laksana-s which he refutes and the way he does it. 


164 akrtirjatilingakhya - Nyayasitra 2.2.70 


165 vimatam prthivisamavayikaranakam karyatve sati gandhavattvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 31 
This is found in MM (Dravya Prakarana), p. 15. 
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Laksana 1. That which becomes after not becoming. !® 

If karya is that 'which becomes after not becoming’, does ‘not becoming’ mean 
‘nonexistence’ and does ‘becoming’ mean 'manifestation'?!®7 If 'not becoming' means 
‘nonexistence' then it is like the case of a son of a childless woman, in which the 
nonexistent cannot become existent.!68 If 'becoming' means ‘manifestation’ then 
although manifestation is anadi or beginningless in the case of nabhasvat (vayu) and 
so forth, the opposing manifestation has a beginning, which cannot become existent 
after being nonexistent. !6 

Lakgana 2. Whose attainment of existence is dependent on another (entity).!7° 

If it means 'that whose attainment of existence is dependent on another 
(entity)', then that which does not yet have attained existence, cannot depend upon 
another entity, which would lead to the parasparasraya fault.!7! 


Laksana 3. Whose attainment of existence is dependent on the cause.!72 


166 karyam abhitva bhavi - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 31 
167 kim abhavanam asattvam kim va bhavanam abhivyaktih - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 31 


168 na adyah vandhyasutavat asatastasya sattvayogat bhavitvayogat bhavitvasampratipattau 
bhitasattvasya atyantikatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 31 


169 na dvitiyah nabhasvadadau abhivyakteh anaditve'pi tadvirodhyabhivyakteh saditvat prak tasyah 
sattvasambhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 31 


170 anyadhinatmalabham karyam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 31 

The printed text reads 'anadhinatmalabham' which should be 'anyadhinatmalabham'. In the manuscript, 
in folio number 6, backside, line 2 from the bottom, the 'na' has a falling hyphen on it and there is a 
curved stroke towards the lower part of 'na’, as if it is a part of 'ya'. It seems that the scribe first wrote 
‘na’, but then corrected it by adding a hyphen on top and putting a 'ya' like curve. Hence the correct 
reading is 'anyadhinatmalabham'. 


171 alabdhatmalabhasya anyadhinatvanupapattya parasparasrayaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 31 


172 karanadhinatmalabham karyam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 31 
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If it means 'that whose attainment of existence is dependent on the cause’, then 
when the karya is not established, the karana which is defined in relation to it, cannot 
be established and in that case the said kind of karya cannot be established.!73 

Analysis. Anandajfiana refutes the first laksana based on two points; one that a 
thing that is nonexistent, cannot become existent. The idea of something 'coming into 
existence’ is often taken for granted, without questioning whether something which 
does not exist at all, can 'come into’ existence. Existence and nonexistence are not 
states or situations in which things enter and from which things exit. Even if they 
were states, to 'enter' the state of existence, a thing would need to be existent already. 
This is the central point of his argument, against what can be called Asatkaryavada or 
the theory of the nonexistent karya which comes into existence later. 

The second point is regarding the prior existence of the effect, where only the 
manifestation happens or comes into existence. The author says that even though the 
manifestations of vayu and so forth are beginningless, the opposing manifestation, 
which could mean that of 'anitya' forms ascribed to the karyadravya-s, have a 
beginning and if this opposing manifestation did not exist before, the coming of it into 
existence would incur the same problem as stated before. With this point, even the 
theory known as Parinamavada, in which a karya is just a transformation of the 
karana, is challenged. This theory accepts Satkaryavada or the theory in which the 
karya does not come into existence after being nonexistent, but exists in another form. 
Even then the idea that manifestation comes into existence, is prerequisite to it, which 


is here challenged by the author. 


173 karyasiddhau tanniripyakaranasiddheh tadasiddhau ca tadadhinatmalabhasya karyasya asiddheh - 
TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 31 
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The second laksana of karya is based on the idea refuted in the first laksana, 
which is about something coming into existence. The laksana is based on the idea that 
something which is nonexistent would need to depend on something else for itself to 
come into existence. But this presupposes the existence of that karya, because for one 
thing to depend on the other, it would need to exist in the first place. Even if the idea 
of manifestation is taken, the same point would work against it also. 

The third laksana is the same as the second one, with the only difference that 
karana has been directly mentioned. The author points out that a karana is defined in 
relation to its karya. A cause of one or certain karya-s, cannot be a karana to all kinds 
of karya. Hence, it is only to a certain karya or karya-s, that a thing could be called a 
karana. So if the karya has not yet come into existence, on what basis could 
something be called as its karana? And also, how would that karya depend on it? 
Again, in the case of manifestation, the aforementioned problem would be incurred. 

Although only three laksana-s of karya have been mentioned here, they seem 
adequate from the point of view of the concept of karya, because either a thing is 
taken to be a transformation of something else, or is taken to become existent after 
being nonexistent. Both these points have been dealt with by the author. Other 
descriptions of karya where it is |janya' (to be produced) by a certain karana, be it a 
samavayin, asamavayin or nimitta, in all those descriptions the word 'janya' represents 
what has been already dealt with by the author in the second and third laksana-s of 


karya in this refutation. 
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2.1.3 Paramanu 

While refuting the nityatva (eternality) of prthivi dravya, Anandajfiana 
challenges the concept of paramanu. He attempts to refute some laksana-s of it. 

Laksana 1 of Paramanu. Anu is mirta which is not produced by a 
karyadravya (dravya produced by paramanu-s).!74 

Anandajfiana states that karya cannot be expressed either as existent or 
nonexistent.!75 The refutation of karya stated previously is an expression of that. 
Regarding the word 'dravya' in the laksana, he states that 'dravya' has already been 
refuted.!7° The refutation of dravya can be seen in section 2.1.4. The remaining 
portion of the laksana, which is, murta, becomes the subject of his criticism. 

He then takes up several laksana-s of mirta. 

Laksana 1 of Marta. Being a Possessor a parimana (dimension) other than 
the all-pervading parimana.!77 

If murta means 'possessor of a parimana other than the all pervading 
parimana’, then as the 'all-pervading' would be defined as that which has contact with 
all the miirta-s, its idea is dependent on the idea of mirta, which would lead to the 


fault of parasparasraya.'78 In another manner, there cannot be a parimana in that 


174 karyadravyajanyam mirtam anu - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 
This laksana is found in MM (Paramanu Siddhi), p. 14. 


175 karyam ca sat asat va durvacanam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 
176 dravyam punah adhastadeva nirastam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 
177 sarvagataparimanantaraparimanavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 


178 sarvamirtasamyogitve sarvagatatvasya mirtasapeksatvat tasya ca uktaparimanavattvasya 
itarasapeksataya parasparasrayatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 
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which is all pervading and if it is imagined to be, to call a parimana as 'other than' 
that, is not possible.!79 
Laksana 2 of Marta. That which possesses limited parimana.!8° 

¢ If murta means 'that which possesses limited parimana’, then if this limitedness is 
distinctness, there would be ativyapti in akasa and so forth, which is amirta and yet 
is accepted as having a distinct parimana.!8! If it is "being a possessor of less 
parimana’, then there is no parimana called less-ness.!82 

* If by the former laksana 'being a possessor of small parimana' is meant,!83 then if it 
means trifle-ness, which if in turn means nonexistent-ness, then such a parimana 
won't exist, if it means illusion, then again such a parimana won't exist and if it 
means minuteness (anutva), then as in the case of limited-ness there would be 
ativyapti fault, and the idea of less-ness would incur the fault of asambhava, leading 


to the absence of connection between minuteness and parimana.!84 


179 yidhantarena sarvagate parimanayogat tatkalpane ca tato'nyaparimanasya vaksyamanaritya vaktum 
asakyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 


180 paricchinnaparimanavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 


181 paricchinnatvam hi bhinnatvam ... na Aadyah gaganadau ativyapteh / taddhi amirtamapi 
bhinnaparimanavat abhyupeyate - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 


182 nyiinaparimanavattvam va / na dvitiyah asambhavitvat / na hi parimanasya nytinatvam nama 
parimanantaram upapadyate yadvattvam miirtatvam syat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 


183 alpaparimanavattvameva vivaksitam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 
184 alpatvasya purvavat vikalpasahatvat / na hi tucchatvena anutvena ca alpatvam kalpayitum Sakyate 
tucchatvasya asattve dravye tadrkparimanayogat abhasatve tathaparimanasya vistatvat 


asambhavitvapatat paricchinnatvasya ativyapakatvat itarasya ca asambhavitvat parimanasya 
anutvayogat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 
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Laksana 2 of Paramanu. The eternal mirta is paramanu.!85 

Anandajfiana says that this is refuted by the previous argumentation and also 
because there is contradiction between nityatva and mirtatva. 

Laksana 3 of Paramanu. Paramanu possesses kriya.!8° 

Fault: Opposition between being unborn and being a possessor of kriya.!87 

Laksana 4 of Paramanu. That after which there is no more division, is 
paramanu.!88 

Fault: Applies to akasa and so forth (the 'and so forth’ seems to include atman), 
because even in them there is no division.!89 If 'that after which’ means the 
anuparimana, it can be refuted just as previously (as in the case of less-ness), as 


another parimana of parimana-ness cannot be stated.199 


185 etena nityamirtah paramanuh iti nirastam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29. 

This laksana is found in MM (Paramanu Siddhi), p. 14, as 'nityo mtrtah paramanuh'. After this there is 
an anumana regarding murta-ness; the text reads 'murtatvam vyaktimatravrtti mirtamatravrttitvat 
ghatavat'. In the manuscript, folio number 6 backside, line 6 reads 'murttatvamatimatravrtti 
miurttamatravrttitvadghatavat'. The refutation is based on the incompatibility of nityatva and mirtatva. 
Hence the anumanaprayoga should be 'mirtatvam anityamatravrtti murtamatravrttitvat ghatavat'. After 
this, in the text Anandajfiana wraps it up by saying 'nityatvamirtayoh vyaghatajah kriyavan 
paramanuh'. Line number 7 in folio 6 back side of the manuscript reads 'nityamurttayorvyaghatajah’. 
Here Anandajfiana wants to say that because of the said anumanaprayoga, there is a contradiction 
between nityatva and mirtatva. So the correct text should be; "etena nityamtrtah paramanuh iti 
nirastam murtatvam anityamatravrtti murtamatravrttitvat ghatavat iti ca purvavat 
anumanapravrttisambhave nityatvamurtatvayoh vyaghatacca". 


186 kriyavan paramanuh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29. 

As argued in the previous footnote, the words which are shown as connected with this 
(nityatvamirtatvayoh vyaghatajah) don't seem to be actually connected with this definition. The 
argument given is 'purvavat ajatvakriyavattvayoh vipratisedhat'. The 'pirvavat' shows that the author is 
referring to the immediately previous refutation discussed in the previous footnote. 

187 purvavat ajatvakriyavattvayoh vipratisedhat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 

188 yatah param na vibhagah sa paramanuh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 

189 gaganadau vyabhicarat tasmat parasmadapi vibhagabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), pp. 29-30 


190 yatah iti anuparimanagrahanat na iti cet na tasya pirvavat nirakartum Sakyatvat parimanatvasya 
parimantarasya durvacatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 
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Laksana 5 of Paramanu. The place where the gradation of inferiority of 
parimana comes to an end.!9! 
Fault: It can be done with a tryanuka. If it be said that a tryanuka is composed of parts 
(savayava), it is countered by the author with the idea that it is a vivarta (illusory 
transformation) of beginning-less ajfiana.!9? He then takes up the expression 'not 
being produced by karyadravya' in the laksana of dvyanuka and says that if 
karyadravya means dvyanuka, there would be atmasraya fault and if it means 
tryanuka and so forth, then there would be ativyapti fault in them.!% If it is said that in 
case karya dravya is taken simply as karya dravya, 'being not produced by it’ would 
also apply to paramanu, hence the specification of 'karya dravya' has been given to 
this, Anandajfiana says that paramanu is not yet established and even karya-ness and 


dravya-ness are inexplicable.!%4 


Refutation based on anumdana-s 
Anuméana 1 for Dvyanuka. The disputed entity is composed of parts, because 


it is a karya dravya.!95 


191 parimanapakarsataratamyavisrantibhimih - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 
This is found in the form of an anumana in NK (Dravya Grantha, Prthivi), p. 31; 
‘anuparimanataratamyam kvacidvisrantam parimanataratamyatvat mahatparimanataratamyavat'. 


192 anadyanirvacyajianasyaiva tatha tatha vivartamanasya tathavidhavivartabhyupagamat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


193 dvyanukalaksane tu karyadravyajanya ityatra karyadravyasabdena dvyanukavivaksayam 
atmasrayatvam tryanukadivivaksayam tryanukadau ativyaptih - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


194 tavanmatrabhipraye tu tadajanyatvasya paramanau api bhavat tadvyavrttyartham 
karyadravyavisesanam ityayuktam paramanoradyapi asiddhatvat karyatvadravyatvayosca durniripatvat 
svodiritatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 

The text reads 'ityuktam' instead of 'ityayuktam’, and 'siddhatvat' instead of 'asiddhatvat', both of which 
go against the context. 


195 vimatam savayavam karyadravyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


op) 


Here Anandajfiana points out the asrayasiddhi fault in the paksa because the 
dvyanuka is unestablished and also says that the hetu and sadhya point to the same 
thing, and hence the hetu is not different from the sadhya.!%° 

Anuméana 2 for Dvyanuka. Tryanuka is originated by that which is composed 
of parts, because it is a karya while being mahat (big or possessing mahat 
parimana).!97 

Fault: Anandajfiana says that the impossibility of a tryanuka being caused by 
something which is composed of avayava-s (parts), has been stated.!98 The expression 
‘while being big' is useless.!99 If it is said that it was added to exclude Sabda and so 
forth, which are karya-s but do not possess parimana, it could simply be done by the 
idea that the tryanuka possesses parimana, and hence there is no need to add the 
aforesaid specification.2 If it is said that it was to exclude dvyanuka, then it would 
be a case of svasraya fault.2°! Then the author asks a question which is, why cannot a 
paramanu be inferred as being produced by something which is composed of avayava- 
s?202 If it is said that it is so because otherwise there would be no end of the series of 


avayava-s (avayavaparampara) in the dravya, it is possible that its originator dravya is 


196 tanna dvyanukadyasiddheh agrayasiddhih hetusadhyayosca arthabhedanupapatteh 
sadhyavisistatvam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


197 tryanukam savayavarabdham mahattve sati karyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 
198 tasya savayavarabdhatvasambhavasya uktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 
199 mahattve sati iti ca anarthakam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


200 gabdadivyavrttyarthamiti cet na tasya parimanavattvenaiva vyavrttisambhave tadvisesanokteh 
anarthakyat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


201 dvyanukavyavacchedarthamiti cet na svasrayatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


202 tat va savayavarabdham karyadravyatvat iti kim nanumiyate - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 
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niravayava (partless).2°3 If that niravayava dravya is said to be paramanu, then it's 
accepted as amirta (and not mirta as thought by Vaisesika-s).2% 

Anumana 1 based on Dvyanuka for Paramanu. The disputed is caused by 
less parimana, because it is a karya dravya, like cloth.20 

Fault: Applies not only to dvyanuka, but also to a rope made by two pieces of 
fine silk cloth, which possesses big parimana.?° If that rope is not karya dravya, then 
similar could be said about the cloth and so forth, and to say that because it is the 
antyavayavin (last composite), it does not produce another karya dravya, is against 
direct perception.297 

Anumana 2 for Paramanu. This pot, is different from the mitrta which is 
different from the anitya miirta, because it is a karya, like another pot.2% 

This anumana indirectly states that something could be both nitya and mirta. 

Counter-Anumana by Anandajfiana: This pot, is different from the savayava 
(composite) which is different from the anitya savayava, because it is a karya, like 


another pot.209 


203 avayavaparampara visrantiprasangaditi cet na tadarambhakasya niravayavatvasambhavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 30 

Here instead of avayavaparamparavisrantiprasangat, it should be avayavaparampara'visrantiprasangat, 
because the opponent is countering with 'avisrantiprasanga' and not 'visrantiprasanga'. 

204 sa eva tarhi paramanuh iti cet na tasya amirtatvabhyupagamat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 

205 vimatam nyinaparimanakaranakam karyadravyatvat patavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


206 mahaparimanaduktladvayarabdharajjudravye vyabhicarat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


207 tatra karyadravyatvabhave patadau api tadasattvam tulyam antyavayavitvat dravyanarambhakatvam 
adhyaksaviruddham - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


208 ayam ghata etadghatetaranityamirtetaramirtanyah karyatvat ghatantaravat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 
30 


209 ayam ghata etadghatetaranityasavayavetarasavayavanyah karyatvat ghatantaravat iti 
abhasasamanatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


at 


As per this anumana, something can be both savayava (composite) as well as 
nitya. To this if the opponent says that something which is both nitya and savayava is 
nowhere to be found, the author asks a counter-question; where is something both 


nitya and mirta found?2!0 


Impossibility of partlessness 

For a paramanu which is joining another one (samyogin), it cannot be 
niravayava (partless), because samyoga (conjunction) resides in a pradesa (part).2!! 
Anandajfiana gives an anumana to state that 'being a possessor of samyogitva' resides 
only in that which is anitya.2!2 He says that nitya entities like atman and so forth 
(akasa also), cannot accommodate conjunction as they are niravayava, and so are 
ruled out as having samyoga. But manas can have it because it is savayava.2!3 It ends 
with the statement that the laksana of parthiva dvyanuka has been refuted by the 
refutation of dvyanuka laksana.?!4 

Analysis. Through the refutation of the laksana-s of karya, the very concept of 
karya has been challenged by the author. A direct implication of this is that the idea of 
karyadravya stands disputed. The refutation of paramanu is essential to refute the 
nitya types of four dravya-s namely, prthivi, ap, tejas and vayu. Other than 


karyadravya, another concept essential to defining a paramanu is that of mitirta. The 


210 nityam savayavam kvapi nopalabdhamiti cet miirtam ca nityam kva upalabhyate - TS (Pariccheda 
1), p. 30 
The text reads 'anityam' instead of 'nityam' which goes out of context. 


211 na ca paramanoh samyogino niravayavatvam pradesavrtteh samyogasya niravayave'nupapatteh - 
TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


212 samyogitvam anityamatravrtti samyogimatravrttitvat ghatatvavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), pp. 30-31 
213 manaso'nnamayatvena savayavattvat atmadesca paksatulyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


214 parthivadvyanukalaksanam ca dvyanukalaksananirakaranadeva nirakrtam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 31 
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author has taken various laksana-s of it and has criticised it on the basis of meanings 
of words, coupled with their application as per Vaisesika darsana. Author's discussion 
makes it clear that there certainly are ambiguities in the concept of murta. One of the 
most significant problems with the VaiSesika paramanu is its niravayavatva 
(partlessness). The author says that because it is niravayava, it cannot have samyoga 
with another paramanu. Vyomasivacarya in his Vyomavati has tried to solve this 
problem by saying that samyoga resides in limited area, so even if there is a 
sambandha (relation) simultaneously in many directions, a paramanu still doesn't 
become constituent of avayava-s.?!5 As far as the naming of certain parts of paramanu 
as purvabhaga, aparabhaga and so forth is concerned, he says that there is badhaka 
(invalidator) in the primary, and hence such naming is only suggestive or secondary, 
because both directions and the paramanu are the basis of such a samyoga.?!¢ In the 
Padarthadharmasangraha, the use of the term 'pradesavrttitvam' (residing in a part of 
the adhara) is done in opposition to 'asrayavyapitvam' (residing in the whole of the 
adhara).2!7 On this Vyomasivacarya comments that by 'pradeSavrttitvam', the intended 
meaning is 'asrayavyapakatvam' (not residing in the whole of the adhara).2!8 Although 
Anandajfiana has not entertained this interpretation here, he does so during his 


refutation of samyoga in the second pariccheda.2!9 In that case, the refutation of 


215 samyogasyavyapyavrttitaya purvottaradidigvyavasthite yugapat sambandhe'pi na savayavatvam - 
VYV, Part 1 (Prthivi Vaidharmya), p. 68 


216 evam pirvabhago'parabhaga iti yadyasti vyapadesah so'pi mukhye badhakopapatterbhakto 
drastavyah avyapyavrttisamyogadharatvasamanyaditi - VYV, Part 1 (Prthivi Vaidharmya), p. 68 


217 samyogavibhagasabdatmavisesagunanam pradesavrttitvam / Sesanam asrayavyapitvam / - PDS 
(Guna Padartha, Sadharmya), p. 67 


218 pradesavrttitvam asrayavyapakatvam vivaksitam / na tu pradese'vayave vrttih nispradesanam 
tadabhavaprasangat - VYV, Part 2 (Gunasamanya Sadharmya), p. 14 


219 sambandhatve sati avyapyavrttih asau iti cet - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 69 


59 


samyoga in paramanu is incomplete in this pariccheda. Later to refute this 
interpretation, he would have to consider existence of nityadravya-s, which he has 
attempted to refute here. If the author had wholly missed the point of samyoga here, it 
would not have rendered his refutation incomplete. The reason is that his refutation 
and challenge to the definition and concept of paramanu itself was enough. To then 
point to what the paramanu does or does not do, was not in need of a separate 
refutation. He himself has said a little before this that paramanu is still 
unestablished.?2° Even if the issue of avayava-s was pending, it had ended with the 
counter-question which he had asked.22! With this issue of samyoga being refuted 
here, arambhavada (theory regarding the creation of the world through paramanu-s) 
would have been rather easily refuted. It is also surprising that even during the 
refutation of sarga and pralaya in the first pariccheda, the author again misses this 
issue of samyoga. There he again repeats the argument based on the interpretation of 
'pradeSa' as 'avayava'.22 It is reasonable to say that the refutation of all interpretations 
of samyoga from the point of view of paramanu-s, should have been included in this 
pariccheda itself. 

While countering the point that paramanu is the point after which there is no 
further reduction regarding avayava-s, the author suggests that it could happen with 
tryanuka also. He opposes the idea that it is savayava, by his idea that it is merely a 
vivarta of ajfiana. He has considered one anumana of tryanuka, in which along with 


the hetu, there is a specification 'mahattve sati' (‘while being big'). He says that this 


220 paramanoradyapi asiddhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 
221 mirtam ca nityam kva upalabhyate - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 30 


222 niravayavesu tesu pradesavrttisamyogasambhavabhidhanat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 
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specification is useless, to which the purvapaksa responds that it is to exclude sabda, 
and so forth. He then replies that it could have been simply done by specifying it as 
‘being a possessor of parimana', as Sabda and so forth, which are guna-s, do not 
possess parimana as per the Vaisesika darsana. It means that instead of 'mahattve sati’, 
the specification could have been 'parimanavattve sati' (‘while being the possessor of 
parimana'). As the anumana was meant for the establishing of dvyanuka, when the 
purvapaksa responds that the 'mahattve sati' is not useless as it is employed to exclude 
dvyanuka, the author points out the svasraya fault in it. The reason behind the fault is 
that to prove the existence of dvyanuka, the knowledge of the existence of dvyanuka 
would be a prerequisite. It would lead to dvyanuka being established on the basis of 
itself as 'dvyanukasiddhau dvyanukasiddhih'. 

While discussing this very anumana, the author finally arrives at a point where 
something that is niravayava is about to be accepted as the paramanu and he says that 
it has been accepted as amiirta. It seems that here he is pointing to ajfiana, of which 
tryanuka has been called a vivarta. The only difference is that here, he has gone 
beyond tryanuka, and accepted that we may have to settle with something being the 
last level of reduction, but what he accepts is something amirta, in complete 
opposition of mirta paramanu of the Vaisesika darsana. So, it seems that as per the 
author, the avayavaparamparavisranti (the end of the sequence of parts), happens with 
ajfiana, instead of the Vaisesika paramanu. In any case, arriving at the existence of 
paramanu is the work of inference. It is a region where imagination is free from many 
restrictions. This is why different schools of darsana posit different entities at that 
point. For Vaisesika darsana, it is the paramanu, while for Advaita Vedanta darsana, it 


is ajfiana. The Vaisesika scholar may bring in the testimony of people who are at the 
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level of Yogin-s. But this cannot be accepted as the criterion for such a decision, 
because then even the Advaita Vedanta scholar could bring in the testimony of people 
who they accept at the same level (or even higher) as those of the Vaisesika scholar. 
Even Vyomasivacarya does not take a Yogin's testimony as forever infallible. In his 
commentary on visesavaidharmyaprakarana of Padarthadharmasangraha, he says that 
if a Yogin cognises, for example, white in non-white, the said knowledge of the Yogin 
would surely be mithya.223 Raghunatha Siromani (~16th century CE) in_ his 
Padarthatattvaniripana, while refuting the visesa category of VaiSesika darsana, 
considers the only point in the favour of its existence, which is, Yogin-s see it. His 
response to this is that one must ask them with Ssapatha (pledge), if they actually see 
them or not.224 Hence, even if one brings in the testimony of Yogin-s, there still 
wouldn't be an end to the difference of opinion, and neither side would be established. 
It is the points like these, where the final issue is of kalpanalaghava (and 
kalpanagaurava), which is similar to the parsimony principle, which states that if there 
are two explanations of the same phenomenon, in which one explanation involves 
more entities than the other, the one which involves lesser is a better explanation. 
Cinnambhatta in his commentary on Tarkabhasa, while discussing the laksana of 
karana, quotes Vacaspatimisra on the issue of kalpanalaghava and kalpanagaurava.2?5 
He shows the preference which Vacaspatimisra gave to kalpanalaghava. In this case, 


if we accept the existence of paramanu-s, we would have to include visesa also, so as 


223 yadi kadacit syad yoginamasukle suklapratyayah pratyabhijfianafica mithya bhavet - VYV, Part 2 
(Visesa Vaidharmya), p. 286 


224 yogino'tiriktam visesamiksante / evam tarhi ta eva saSapatham prechyantam kimete'tiriktam 
visesamiksante na veti /- PTN (Visesa Nirakarana), p. 63 


225 taduktam vacaspatimisraih; kalpanalaghavam yatra tam paksam rocayamahe / 
kalpanagauravam yatra tam paksam na sahamahe // - TB (Pramana Padartha), p. 106 
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to explain why the paramanu of prthivi is different from that of the others. Hence, the 
Vaisesika explanation becomes longer, while that of Anandajfiana who accepts ajfiana 
instead of paramanu, does not need to invoke anything like visSesa. He may simply say 
that because ajiana has transformed into these distinct entities, they behave distinctly 
and it is ajfiana and some product of it, which is responsible for elimination of an 
infinite sequence of parts. Because the product of ajfiana is vivarta by nature, it is not 
actually different from ajfiana, and hence not an extra entity which could have made 
the explanation longer. 

In his Padarthatattvaniripana, Raghunatha Siromani says something similar to 
what Anandajfiana says against the idea that paramanu is necessary to limit the 
gradation of inferiority of parimana. Both agree that the limit can be set at the 


tryanuka or truti.226 


2.1.4 Dravya 

Refutation of Vaisesika darsana formally begins with the refutation of the 
concept and laksana-s of dravya. It shall be noted that before beginning this 
refutation, Anandajfiana refutes the idea that the other five padartha-s are dependent 
on dravya.22’ If the Vaisesika scholar believes in the said idea, it shall be rather easy to 
refute the other five padartha-s by simply refuting dravya. It is because if the others 
padartha-s like guna, karman, and so forth cannot exist in the absence of a 


fundamentally real dravya, by refuting the existence of the latter, one could easily 


226 parimanapakarsataratamyavisrantibhimih iti cet na tasya tryanuke visrantisambhavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 30 

paramanudvyanukayosca manabhavah trutaveva visramat - PTN (Paramanu-Dvyanuka-Khandana), p. 
28 


227 na hi gunadinam dravyadhinatvam estum sakyam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 
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refute the existence of fundamentally real guna, karman, samanya, viSesa and 
samavaya. By refuting their dependence on dravya, the author has implied an 
independent existence of all the five padartha-s other than dravya. This may be the 
reason why the author had to refute them individually. It shall be seen in chapters 3 
and 4, how during the refutation of guna, samanya, viSesa and samavaya, the concept 
of dravya again crops up, although a detailed refutation of it has been attempted much 
before those padartha-s are taken to be individually refuted. 

The refutation of dravya begins with a simple laksana which is, 'gunavattva' or 
‘being a possessor of guna/s', to which the author takes as a basis and keeps on adding 
certain specifications from the point of view of the opponent. This indirectly presents 
a good example of how laksana-s are to be constructed. At each stage, the faults like 
avyapti, ativyapti and so forth have been considered and to remove them, certain 


adjectives are added or the vivaksa (intended meaning) is provided. 


Part I 

Laksana 1. Being a possessor of guna.2?8 

Fault: Ativyapti in a freshly produced dravya which is taken to be gunarahita 
(lacking in guna).?29 

Opponent’s rejoinder: ‘Being a possessor of guna’ means ‘not being a 
substratum of the atyantabhava (absolute nonexistence) of being a possessor of 


guna’ .230 


228 ounavattvam tallaksanam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 


229 karyadravyasya utpattyanantaram ksanamatram gunarahitasthiteh istatvat avyapteh - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 19 


230 ounavattvatyantabhavanadhikaranatvam vivaksitam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 
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Fault: Ativyapti in the same atyantabhava.23! 

Opponent’s rejoinder: There is another atyantabhava of aforesaid 
atyantabhava, due to absence of niyama of non-plurality of atyantabhava.232 

Fault: Same ativyapti, even if one takes dravya as non-substratum of all such 
atyantabhava-s.233 

Opponent’s rejoinder: Specified as ‘while being bhava’ .234 

Fault: It has been refuted.235 

Analysis. The fault in the basic laksana of dravya is true and has been 
accepted in the Tarkabhasa of KeSavamisra, who while defining gunasrayatva (being 
the substratum of guna) as the yogyata of dravya, defines gunasrayatva as 
gunatyantabhavanadhikaranatva (being the non-substratum of the atyantabhava of 
guna).236 But the problem is, upto this point, Anandajfiana claims to have already 
refuted abhava,?37 of which atyantabhava is a subtype. Hence, to show ativyapti in the 
said atyantabhava is to imply that the previous refutation wasn’t adequate, which 
leads to his claim of having refuted abhava questionable. The further discussion 
seems to strengthen this implication. As he has refuted the rejoinder related to the 


‘being bhava' by referring to its previous refutation, similar could have been done in 


231 tasminneva atyantabhave ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 
232 tadabhedaniyamat tasminnapi tadatyantabhavasambhavat naivam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 


233 tarhi gunavattvapratiyogikasarvatyantabhavanadhikaranatvasya va laksanatve saiva ativyaptih - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 19 


234 bhavatve sati iti visesaniyam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 
235 tasya nirastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 


236 yooyataya gunasrayatvacca/ gunasrayatvam tu gunatyantabhavanadhikaranatvam - TB (Pramana 
Padartha), p. 31 


237 na abhavo’pi vyavaharalambanatamantarena kascidvicarasaho’sti iti sthitam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 
15 
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the case of atyantabhava. The rejoinder ‘while being bhava' is aimed at removing the 
ativyapti in all the said atyantabhava-s. 
The discussion in the next part also being based on atyantabhava, feeds the 


same implication. 


Part IT 

This part is based on discussing the pratiyogin of the said atyantabhava. Only 
and only if the author finds abhava unrefuted, could he continue a very detailed 
discussion on its pratiyogin. He discusses several options for the pratiyogin: 

1. Being a possessor of any guna. [fault: ananugatatva of laksana] 
2. Being a possessor of all guna-s. [fault: asambhavitva] 
3. Being a possessor of sankhya. [fault: ativyapti in guna and so forth] 

All dravya-s can be said to be possessing any one guna. But not all guna-s are 
present in all dravya-s, which would lead to ananugama (lack of uniform character or 
absence of knowledge of uniform character), which means that there would not be a 
knowledge of commonality among all dravya-s.238 This is why Anandajfiana then 
brings in an option, which is sankhya, to the rescue of his purvapaksa, because 
sankhya is present in all dravya-s, which could remove the fault of ananugama.?29 
When Anandajfiana says knowledge of sankhya is also present in guna and so forth, 


the opponent replies that the knowledge of sankhya in guna is not primary.?4° The 


238 kifica yatkificidgunavattvam ... atyantabhavapratiyogi na adyah pratiyogibhitasya ekaikasya 
gunasya sarvatra asambhavena laksanasya ananugatatvapatat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 

The text reads 'atyantabhavapratiyogi', which should be 'atyantabhavapratiyogi'. 

239 samkhyavattvam pratiyogitvena vivaksitam iti cet na gunadau ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 


240 sankhyaikarthasamavayat tatra sankhyabuddhirna mukhya - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 
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author applies the same to the knowledge of satta.24! He then shows the 
parasparasraya fault between the nirgunatva (being without guna) of guna and so 
forth, and the knowledge of sankhya being non-primary.?*2 

This continues with a discussion on samyoga, vibhaga or parimana being a 
pratiyogin, in which he finds the fault of ananugama and asambhavitva.2 The 
arguments based on ananugama are based on knowledge, and not actual presence of 
something in something else. So, the argument against sankhyavattva as the 
pratiyogin was based on knowledge and not on actual presence of sankhyavattva in 
guna and so forth. However, the presence of sankhyavattva was then argued based on 


the similarity of knowledge of sankhya in both dravya and guna. 


Part II 

Laksana 2. Being the samavayikarana. 

Fault: Ativyapti in guna and so forth. Asambhavitva in case of non-acceptance 
of samavayikarana as the arambhaka (originator) of svasritakarya (effect produced by 
the samavayikarana), and also in case of non-acceptance of samavaya. 

Laksana 3. Being a possessor of dravyatva jati. 

Fault: Parasparasraya between dravyajatisiddhi and dravyabhedasiddhi 
(respectively the establishing of dravyatva jati and establishing the difference of 


dravya-s). 


241 tarhi sattaikarthasamavayat tatra sattadhth na mukhya ityapi syat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 


242 sunadeh nirgunatvasiddhau tatra sankhyabuddheh amukhyatvasiddhih tatsiddhau ca tasya 
nirgunatvasiddhantasiddhih iti parasparasrayat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 20 


243 samyogavibhagaparimananam anyatamasya pratiyogitve ... ca sarvatra asambhavitvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 20 
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He then refutes three laksana-s based on satta pointing out the asambhavitva of 
nirvacana-s based on satta, in the case of non-acceptance of satta.244 

Analysis. In the refutation of ‘being samavayikarana’, he points out ativyapti 
in guna and so forth, and ends it with ‘uktatvat’, indicating that he has previously 
stated it.245 But it is not found in the text before this point as something explicitly 
stated. It seems to be connected to his idea that sankhya is cognised in guna and so 
forth, and as it resides in dravya by samavaya relation, so would it reside in guna and 
so forth by the same relation, making guna a samavayikarana. He refutes ‘being a 
possessor of dravyatva jati’ by showing parasparasraya, which seems a reasonable 
fault, as jati is dependent on vyakti, and as vyakti is the basis of jati, proving vyakti 
through jati would lead to the parasparasraya fault.24° Such a fault can be spotted at 


every point where a vyakti is being defined from the perspective of its jati. 


Part IV 
Now he takes to refute the vyafjaka in dravyatva.247 He refutes ‘being a 
possessor of guna’ as a vyafjaka due to its opposition with samavayikarana.?48 For the 


case where jati is accepted on the basis of the thing in itself, he counters it by saying 


244 akasavrttisattavyapyajatih, 

kriyasamanadhikaranasattavyavahitavantarajatih, and 

samyogavadvrttisattasaksannytnavrttijatih - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 20 

245 samavayikaranam tallaksanam iti cet na gunadau ativyapteh uktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 20 


246 vatha avayavavayavinau ... jativyakti, visesanityadravye ceti/ avayavyadayo hi ... 
evavatisthante’ vinasSyantah - TB (Pramana Padartha), p. 29 


247 na ca dravyatve vyafijakamasti - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 20. 
The text reads 'vyafiyana', which should be 'vyafijaka', also because the author ends this part by saying 
'vyanhjakatvayogat'. 


248 sunavattvasya samavayikaranavipratipattya abhavaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 20 
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that so could be with adrsta. and guna and so forth.249 He also says that because the 
karyadravya-s lack svatantrya, they cannot become vyafyaka.?5° 

Then he discusses pramana-s for dravyatva. He counters pratyaksa by saying 
that on the basis of the accepted knowledge of anugama, there would be no 
vipratipatti (disagreement) in the said knowledge becoming a pramana. Also, if jati is 
being accepted on the basis of the thing in itself, one would have to accept the jati 
called adrstatva as well, due to the anugata-knowledge of dharma, adharma as 
‘adrstam adrstam’. 

He refutes an anumana which includes satta in its sadhya, on the basis of the 
case where satta is not accepted, refutes the drstanta (like riipa) by saying that it is 
sadhyavikala because it shall be refuted.25! He also points out that the ‘matup’ suffix 
aprasiddhavisesanatva due to there being refutation of samavaya. 

An argument for dravyatva on the basis of karman is refuted by him, by 
pointing out that the case in which karmatva isn’t accepted, the drstanta of karman 
would be sadhyavikala. Another anumana, based on satta is refuted by him, as 
previously done, by referring to a case where satta is unaccepted.252 The fault in the 
hetu is that the vyavahara (knowledge or usage of words) of ‘sat sat’ can be explained 
simply by the upadhi of prameyatva, which leads to the uselessness of accepting its 


samanya. 


249 tanmatracca jatisvikare dharmadharmayoh adrstatvasya va tathatve gunadau api tatprasangat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 20 


250 svatantryasya ca karyadravyesu abhavena vyafijakatvayogat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 20 
251 (dravyatvam) akaégasattatiriktajatimat jatimattvat ripadivat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 21 


252 satta akasavrttijateh anya jatitvat gotvavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 21 
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He finally concludes that dravya is only the basis of a certain vyavahara and 
not something real.253 

Analysis. Having shown the parasparasraya fault in the laksana ‘being a 
possessor of dravyatva jati’, it seems that there was no need to discuss the vyafijaka 
and pramana for dravyatva. During the refutation of guna, the author rejects the 
vyafijaka in it by simply stating that its laksana-s have been refuted.254 If even without 
actually refuting guna and samavaya, the author refutes an anumana,?5> he could also 
have done similarly by saying that as dravyatva jati is dependent on dravya vyakti and 
because dravya vyakti is being refuted or questioned, jati cannot be used to prove the 
reality of dravya. Time and again, he refers to the cases where a particular entity isn’t 
accepted, pointing out the faults like asrayasiddhi. It also seems that parts I and III 
were adequate for the refutation of dravya because parts II and IV are extended 
discussions on I and II. 

Having refuted the laksana-s and concept of dravya, he takes up the task to 
prove that there aren’t just nine dravya-s (as said by the Vaisesika-s), but are ten, 
including tamas.25° No matter how sophisticated the discussion may seem, it goes 
against the previous refutation. When the reality of dravya as a padartha has been 
refuted, Anandajfiana’s adding one more to the list, goes against his previous 


argumentation, as it asserts the real existence of the dravya as a padartha. Also, when 


253 tasmat vyavaharalambanameva dravyam na vastu kificit iti sthitam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 21 
254 na ca gunatve vyafijakam asti uktalaksananam pratyakhyatatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 56 
255 sunatvasya ripatvadesca nirakarisyamanataya sadhyavikalatvacca hetupratijfiayosca matupa 
samavayasya vivaksitatvat tannirakaranadeva asiddhyaprasiddhavisesanatvayorapatteh - TS 


(Pariccheda 1), p. 21 


256 na hi prthivyaptejovayvakasakaladigatmamanamsi navaiva dravyani iti yuktam ripadimatah tamaso 
dasamasya drsyamanatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 21 
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he merely adds one more to it, he directly supports the existence of all the nine 
dravya-s too. Hence, the discussion on tamas works for the Vaisesika-s and not 
against them, because it proves that there is something called dravya and there are ten 
kinds of it, including the nine of the Vaisesika darsana. 

As stated in the beginning of this section, before the author even begins 
refuting dravya, he implies the independent existence of the other padartha-s, which 
creates a ground for a lengthier refutation, where he has to refute each one of those 
padartha-s individually. And as has been mentioned above, he has also lent some 
support to all the individual dravya-s like prthivi, ap, and so forth, which creates a 
ground for a detailed refutation of each one of those dravya-s. This lengthier ground 
could have been avoided. 

The central argument is the knowledge of sankhya in guna and so forth. The 
idea that the knowledge of sankhya in anything other than dravya, is secondary and 
not primary is challenged by Anandajfiana through the counterargument that a similar 
scenario could be regarding the knowledge of satta in guna and so forth. Also, the idea 
that the knowledge of sankhya in guna and so forth is secondary is based on the idea 
that guna-s do not possess guna-s, which is further based on the idea that knowledge 
of guna-s like sankhya in guna-s is secondary. As shall be shown in chapter 3 during 
the refutation of sankhya, some of the later Naiyayika-s and Vaisesika-s ended up 
accepting sankhya as directly residing in guna-s, or being a completely separate 


padartha, based on their direct knowledge of it in guna-s and so forth. 
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2.2 Secondary Refutations 
2.2.1 Prthivi 
It seems that the need to discuss and refute prthivi and other subsequent 
dravya-s, has arisen due to the aforesaid reason, which is, the direct support to the 
existence of the nine dravya-s accepted by the Vaisesika darsana. Hence, the 
discussion starting from prthivi upto manas, is superfluous. Due to this reason, only a 
summarised view of the refutations has been presented and analysed. 
Refutation of prthivi can be divided into the following parts: 
1. Based on prthivitva. 
2. Based on gandha. 
3. Based on pakaja guna-s. 
4. Based on the anumana-s used for constructing its laksana. 
5. Based on laksana of laksana. 
6. Based on prthivitva as jati, svaripa or dharmantara. 
7. Based on nitya and anitya types of prthivi. 
8. Based on threefold karya-s of prthivt. 
9. Based on one karya; Sarira. 
10. Based on indriya and visaya. 
Analysis. In 1, Anandajfiana shows parasparasraya fault.257 In 2, he counters 
gandhavattva (being the possessor of gandha) as the laksana by saying that it is found 


even in salila (water) and so forth.258 Then the opponent puts forward the argument 


257 na tavat prthivitvam eva tallaksanam yuktam parasparasrayagrastataya tasya asambhavitvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 22 


258 napi gandhavattvam tallaksanam saliladau api tadupalabdhya'tivyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 22 
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that even in that case, it is because of their contact with prthivi.259 The opponent's 
argument that it is so because in the absence of contact with kusuma (flower) and so 
forth, gandha is not perceived, is countered by Anandajiiana by saying that there are 
cases where, in the absence of contact with the parts of salila and so forth, gandha is 
not perceived in kusuma and so forth.2°° When it is said that even in the absence of 
such contact there is some amount of gandha in kusuma and so forth, Anandajfiana 
replies that so could be with prthivi being in contact with some amount of salila and 
so forth, in which case gandha couldn't reside in prthivi alone.2°! 

To this the opponent replies that Anandajfiana's idea that gandha also resides 
in other dravya-s, goes against a statement of Vyasa, according to which the gandha in 
ap and vayu is due to contact with prthivi and that gandha should be known to be 
residing in prthivi alone.262 Anandajfiana says that this 4pta statement does not oppose 
his statement because it is applied on the basis of usual or most cases, due to which its 
object is the gandha which resides in prthivi and if it weren't the case, why would it 
assert its perception in prthivi also?263 

He further says that there is no pramana in the idea that gandha exists in the 


paramanu-s of prthivi which are separated from other dravya-s.26+ It cannot also be 


259 prthivisambandhat anyatra tadupalabdhih - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 22 


260 kusumadisannikarsabhave tadanupalabdhiniyamat ittham iti cet na salilaidyavayavasannikarse 
kusumadau api kadacittadanupalambhaniyamat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 22 


261 tatrapi matraya gandhopalabdhirasti iti cet tarhi matraya bhutantarasamsargo'pi astiti na 
prthivimatrasya gandhavattvam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 22 


262 ypalabhyapsu cedgandham kecidbriiyuranaipunah/ 
prthivyameva tam vidyadapo vayum ca samsritam// - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 22 


263 aptavakyam hi prayovrttya prthivinisthagandhamadhikrtya aviruddham kathamanyatha tatrapi 
tadupalambham abhyanujantyat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 22 


264 na hi tatra bhiitantarasamsrstesu paramanusu gandhasiddhau kificidasti pramanam - TS (Pariccheda 
1), p. 22 
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established on the basis of its perception in karyadravya-s, because then inversely, one 
could imagine those paramanu-s being combined with others, because at the karya 
level, those dravya-s are combined.265 

In 3 Anandajfiana deals with the pakajaguna-s (guna-s produced by paka or 
contact with fire). He counters an anumana, which is based on the idea that gandhatva 
resides in prthivi's guna alone, because it resides in the pakajaguna alone.26° He 
counters it by stating the idea of paka as accepted by Naiyayika-s, which is 
pitharapakavada.?°7 In this theory the paka happens in the karyadravya like pot and so 
forth, and not in paramanu-s, in which case, the gandhatva would reside also in the 
apakaja guna of paramanu, leading to the hetu being rendered false.268 This counter is 
important because Nyaya and Vaisesika darSana-s are otherwise mostly in agreement 
with each other. Hence, to counter a Vaisesika idea with an idea from Nyaya darsana 
puts some pressure on the Vaisesika opponent. 

The theory of paka accepted by the Vaisesika-s is called ptlupakavada, which 
states that paka happens in paramanu-s. To counter this, Anandajfiana gives a counter- 
anumana which states that gandhatva resides in the guna of prthivi and other dravya-s, 
because it resides in gandha, just as gunatva resides in guna.?°? The basis of this 


counter is the refutation with which he begins the refutation of prthivi, which is the 


265 karye tadupalabdhya tatsiddhih iti cet tarhi bhiitantarasamsrste taddrstiniyamat tatrapi tatsamsargah 
kalpantyah - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 22 


266 sandhatvam prthivigunamatravrtti pakajagunamatravrttitvat pakajavisesagunatvavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 23 


267 paitharaprakriyayam hetvasiddheh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 23 

268 tatra hi pitharesveva pako na paramanusu iti sthiteh tadgunasya pacakatvabhavat gandhatvasya 
karyagandhavrttitaya pakajagunavrttitaya pakajagunavrttitve’pi tanmatravrttitvabhavat 
paramanugunasya apakajasyapi tadasrayatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 23 


269 gandhatvam prthivitaditaragunavrtti gandhavrttitvat gunatvavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 23 
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refutation of the idea that gandha resides in prthivi alone. He says that surabhitva 
(frangrance-ness) and so forth, resides in salila and so forth.27° 

The next laksana-s of prthivi are based on being the possessor of a certain 
pakajaguna.27! With them Anandajfiana shows avyapti in the pre-paka pot.?72 The 
method of a Vaisesika in this case is to appeal to something related to jati. Here, the 
Vaisesika says that prthivi would be that which is a possessor of the guna-s of those 
jati-s.273 The word 'those' or 'that' with regard to jati is unspecified, because rasa, riipa 
and sparsa have been talked about. If taken according to the Vaisesika, it would mean 
that prthivi is the possessor of a guna which is born of paka. But as the said word is 
unspecified, Anandajfiana takes it to stand for 'being a possessor of a certain jati or of 
a jati of a guna', for example, being a possessor of rasa, which has rasatva jati. He 
says that in this way, there would be ativyapti in salila and so forth.274 As has been 
seen in the revised vivaksa of 'gunavattva' laksana of dravya, which was ‘being the 
non-substratum of the atyantabhava of being a possessor of guna’, here also the 
Vaisesika comes up with the laksana of prthivi as 'being the non-substratum of 
atyantabhava of pakaja rasa'.275 To this Anandajfiana replies with the Vaisesika idea 


that in the process of paka, the previous dravya is destroyed and a new one is born.?76 


270 uktam hi saliladau api surabhitvadervyaktatvam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 23 


271 pakajarasavattvam va pakajaripavattvam va pakajasparsavattvam va prthivilaksanam - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 23 


272 pakatpracine ghatadau tadabhavat avyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 23 
273 tatrapi tajjattyavattvat na - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 23 
274 tarhi saliladavativyaptih tajjatiyavattvasya tatrapi susampadatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 23 


275 pakajarasatyantatyantabhavanadhikaranatam ityadinirdesena avyaptisamadhih - TS (Pariccheda 1), 
p. 23 


276 pake sati apurvadravyotpatterasrayanat ekasya dravyasya uktalaksanatvasambhavat - TS 


(Pariccheda 1), p. 23 
The text reads 'ptrvadravyotpatterasrayanat', which should instead be 'aptirvadravyotpatterasrayanat’. 
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When the paka is taken to be happening at the level of paramanu-s, the karyadravya 
like the pot undergoing paka, is said to be entirely destroyed, after which a new pot is 
said to be born from the paramanu-s which now have a different guna namely the 
pakajaguna.277 The opponent then says that even if there is a difference between the 
old and the new dravya, because paka is of the form of pravaha (flow), it has no 
beginning, due to which one could prove the old dravya being a possessor of pakaja 
guna-s.278 To this Anandajfiana replies with another accepted idea of Vaisesika-s 
which is, paka-s are many, hence each paka process involves multiple paka-s.279 He 
says that it cannot be known that the guna which is born of paka, is born from which 
specific paka, due to which there would be the ananugama fault in the laksana.28° He 
further says that because pakapravaha is unreal, it would lack real activity.28! In case 
paka alone is accepted for the laksana, then there would be avyapti in a freshly 
produced and destroyed pot and so forth.282 

This counter provided by him against pakaja guna-s does seem reasonable, 
because he has countered it with using the Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s. In the case 
of Nyaya, they simply do not accept paka in paramanu-s, which leads to prthivi 


paramanu-s not being the possessors of pakajaguna-s, at least for some point in time, 


277 PDS (Pakaja Prakarana), pp. 71-73 

278 pirvottaradravyabhede'pi pakasya pravahariipena anaditaya puirvasminnapi dravye 
tajjanyaripadimattvasiddhih - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 23 

The text reads 'dravyatajjanyartpadimattvasiddhih' which should be 'dravye 
tajjanyarupadimattvasiddhih'. 


279 tasmat paramanusu ripadmnam vinasotpadau naikagnisamyogakarankau ripadyutpattivinasatvat 
Ssyamadyutpattivinasavat - KA (Guna Padartha), p. 119 


280 siryagnipakanekatve kimpakajanyatvam ripaderabhimatam iti durjfianataya laksanasya 
ananugamat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 23 
The text reads 'kim-pakajanyatvam', which should instead be 'kimpakajanyatvam'. 


281 pakapravahasya avastutvena arthakriyabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 23 


282 pakamatravivaksayam utpannamatravinastaghatadau tadabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 23 
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due to which the Vaisesika anumana indicating that gandhatva resides pakajaguna-s 
alone, incurs fault. In the case of paka in paramanu-s, Anandajfiana gives a counter- 
anumana asserting that gandhatva resides in guna-s of prthivi and other dravya-s. He 
has also reasonably asserted that gandha does reside in other dravya-s. The remaining 
points advanced by the opponent were also countered via the idea that in the process 
of paka, the older karyadravya is destroyed and a new one is born. Also, paka being 
accepted to be many in a single paka process, one cannot know for sure which paka 
has produced a specific guna, due to which the laksana would suffer ananugama fault. 

Both 4 and 5 as a combination is a refutation of the concept of laksana and of 
the process of its construction. This has been dealt with in 2.1.1. The reason why 
Anandajfiana has discussed it here is that he has taken Udayana's Kiranavali as a basis 
for his refutation of prthivt. Because Udayana discusses laksana during the exposition 
on prthivi, Anandajfiana takes it up to refute in this part itself. The refutation of 
laksana could be applied to each and every padartha. Half of author's method of 
refutation is about showing the impossibility of laksana. This refutation straightaway 
serves that purpose. 

Even after refuting the laksana and definability of prthivi, for some reason, 
Anandajfiana feels the need to refute prthivitva in 6, where he attempts to refute the 
three views regarding prthivitva, which is, it is jati, or svariipa, or a dharma different 
from both.283 The first option is countered on the basis that its laksana-s have in them 


gandha, dravyatva, and so forth.284 As he had argued earlier, gandha is also present in 


283 kim idam prthivitvam jatih svaripam va dharmantaram va - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 26 


284 ayoganyayogavyavacchedena gandhavadvrttijatih tatha - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 26 
dravyatvanyinavrttitve sati ghatapatavrttijatih tatha - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 27 
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other dravya-s. He reiterates that dravyatva has been refuted.28> This refutation could 
have been much more brief because most of the points put forward by the opponent 
have already been countered by Anandajfiana. 

When the very prthivi as a dravya has been refuted, what is the need for a 
detailed refutation of the two types of prthivi? For instance, having refuted X, if the 
refuter then tries to individually refute X. and Xp, where both are types of the said X, 
it implies that they have not adequately refuted X itself and now have to resort to 
refuting it by the refutation of its types. Hence, this implies that the discussion before 
7 did not lead to the conclusion which Anandajfiana claims to have arrived at. 
Although the discussion may look sophisticated, its superfluity is clear. 

In 8, he takes up the task to refute the three karya-s of prthivi. Upto this point 
the author has attempted the refutations of the laksana-s of prthivi. So to discuss and 
refute the two types of prthivi is unnecessary. The refutation of karya has been 
mentioned in 2.1.2. Through it, all the karya-s of any padartha could be refuted. 
Hence, the refutations of individual karya-s of each dravya are superfluous. 

At the end of 9, Anandajfiana concludes as: 
"yonijam eva parthivam Sariram iti sthitam"28° 

The word parthiva means ‘of prthivi’ or ‘belonging to prthivi’. To say that 
yonija parthiva Sarira exists, is to say that its source, which is prthivi, also exists. In 
10, he discusses and attempts to refute the other two karya-s of prthivi namely, indriya 
and visaya. That of indriya is based on gandha, which has been shown to exist in other 


dravya-s also. 


285 dravyatvasya pratyuktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 27 


286 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 33 
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Anandajfiana finally concludes by saying: 
"tasmat prthivyah laksanapramanayoh abhavat tadavantarabhedasya 
ca asambhavat pratitimatrasiddhatvam astheyam"287 

Here also, he seems to view the refutation of the laksana of prthivi and that of 
its types and parts as different. Similar to what can be seen in 2.1.4, here also the 
author seems to first separate the entities which are conceptually tightly bound and 
then instead of refuting multiple ones by refuting the one on which others depend, he 
refutes each and every one of them. The support he lends to prthivi by supporting 


yoniya Sarira and calling it 'parthiva' could have been avoided. 


2.2.2 Ap 
This refutation is way shorter than the previous one. This can be divided into 
several parts: 
1. Based on Aptva. 
2. Based on ‘being possessor of white colour’. 
3. Based on ‘being possessor of sweet taste’. 
4. Based on ‘being possessor of cool touch’. 
5. Based on ‘being possessor of sneha’. 
6. Based on ‘being possessor of samsiddhika dravatva.’ 
7. Based on nitya and anitya types and threefoldness of karya. 
Analysis. In 1, Anandajfiana does not spot parasparasraya fault and goes on to 


consider and deal with what aptva is taken to be.288 From 2 to 6, the faults he spots, do 


287 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 35 


288 taddhi gandhavadavrtti snehavyapakam samanyam istam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 36 
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seem to be true. After 4, he considers the specification ‘apakaja’ and its connection to 
the guna-s mentioned, against which he points to vyabhicara (application in the non- 
laksya) in pre-paka part of prthiv1.289 He says that even if there is paka, the idea that 
paka produces such guna-s has been refuted. This is related to the argumentation 
where Anandajfiana had pitted the pitharapakavada and pilupakavada of Nyaya and 
Vaisesika darsana-s respectively, mentioned in point number 3 of 2.2.1. If it is about 
apakaja white colour and so forth, they are present even in fire, and so forth. Now, the 
apakaja white colour could be said to be present in fire, but the ‘et cetera’ has not been 
mentioned. It could include prthivi, because the author has argued against paka which 
could lead to the idea that even prthivi possesses apakaja guna-s. The presence of 
sneha and samsiddhika dravatva in ghrta and taila, both of which are taken to be 
products of prthivi, also seems a reasonable counter to the said laksana-s of ap. 

Regarding the laksana, on the basis of points 4 and 5 of prthivi refutation, 
Anandajfiana could’ve straightaway countered the idea of laksana of ap. Then, on 
point 7, he says 

"nityanityabhedat apam dvaividhyam Sartrendriyavisayabhedat 
karyatraividhyam ca pirvavat nirasaniyam"299 

He suggests the reader to use his arguments against the threefold karya and 
twofold bheda of prthivi and apply them to those of ap in a similar manner. As shown 
earlier, having refuted the laksana of prthivi, the task of a detailed refutation of the 
aforesaid was superfluous. Similarly would be in the case of ap. For refuting the 


laksana and pramana of ap, the author says that they are to be refuted like those of 


289 apakajatvavisesanatve’pi ... - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 36 


290 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 36 
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prthivi.29! Also, he has refuted the concept of karya during his refutation of prthivt.292 
Hence, he could have refuted the threefold karya by appealing to the undefinability of 
karya. Not to mention that he could have done the same during the refutation of 


prthivi. 


2.2.3 Tejas 

The refutation of Tejas can be divided into the following parts: 
1. Based on Tejastva. 

2. Based on ‘being a possessor of white bright colour’. 

3. Based on ‘being a possessor of hot touch’. 

4. Based on two types and threefold karya. 

Analysis. In 1, Anandajfiana says that tejastva can be refuted like aptva and so 
forth (aptva and prthivitva). Even after that, he begins a discussion about where 
tejastva resides. Jati which is samanya, is dependent on the vyakti, which is why apara 
samanya is called the cause of the knowledge of anuvrtti (genericity).2%3 To bring 
about the knowledge of anuvrtti of X-ness, we would need the vyakti-s of X, like Xi, 
X2, upto Xn. In this sense the knowledge of anuvrtti of tejastva or tejas-ness depends 
on vyakti-s of tejas. So, one could directly appeal to parasparasraya in this case. For 
example, in the case of defining X as a possessor of X-ness, one could simply say that 
X’s knowledge is dependent on X-ness’s knowledge and X-ness’s knowledge is 


dependent on X’s knowledge, hence both are dependent on each other’s knowledge. 


291 piirvavat pratinetavye - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 36 
292 kifica karyam abhiitva bhavi ... tadadhinatmalabhasya karyasya asiddheh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 31 


293 tatra param satta mahavisayatvat/ sa ca'nuvrttereva hetutvat samanyam eva/ 
dravyatvadyaparamalpavisayatvat/ tacca vyavrtterapi hetutvat... - PDS (Uddesa Prakarana), p. 5 
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Since X cannot be both known and unknown at the same time, the implication of the 
aforesaid parasparasraya would be that X would need to be different from itself, 
which is a contradiction, because X cannot be both X and non-X at the same time. 
Sankaramigra in his Vadivinoda defines anyonyasraya (parasparasraya) as: 
"svapeksapeksitvam"24 

The knowledge of tejas is being said to be dependent on the knowledge 
tejastva which is a product of the knowledge of tejas, in which case, tejas should be 
different from itself. Showing such a fault seems more than enough for refuting the 
laksana of tejas via tejastva. Anandajfiana further asks a question; does tejastva reside 
in vyakti alone, or in a vyakti specified by tejastva?29> It cannot be said to reside in 
vyakti alone, because then all vyakti-s would be tejas.2%° If it is said to reside in a 
vyakti specified by tejastva, then there would be partial svasraya fault as tejastva 
would reside in a visesa (vyakti) specified by tejastva.29” This line of argument could 
be used for all the padartha-s which are defined by their jati. 

The arguments for 2 seem to be reasonable. He counters the bhasvarariipa 
(bright colour) by saying that because it is based on the svaripa of tejas, it cannot be 


included in its laksana.298 He uses this argument elsewhere too.299 In case bhasvaratva 


294 VV (Ullasa 1, Hetvabhasa Niripana), p. 20 
295 kim hi tejastvam vyaktimatre va tejastvavacchinnavyaktau va tisthati - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 37 


296 yada hi tejastvam vyaktimatragatam angikrtam tada na kificit atejo'sti iti Apattih apadyate - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 37 


297 tejastvavacchinne visese tejastvasya avasthane katham amésatah svasrayatvam na syat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 37 
The text reads 'visesatejastvasya', which seems to be 'viSese tejastvasya'. 


298 napi Suklabhasvarariipavattvam tallaksanam visesanavaiyarthyat svaripaparasya tasya 
laksananantarbhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 37 


299 svartipavacinasca Sabdasya laksane nivesayogat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 35 
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is an intermediate jati of its svaripa, it cannot become a vyanyaka of tejas.3°° The 
vyafijaka of tejas must be different from tejas. The case for rtipantaraprakasaka 
(illuminator of other riipa) does not apply to suvarna (gold) and so forth, where 
suvarna is taken to be a taijasa dravya.30! He also mentions that the white and bright 
colour is also possessed by sphatika (mani or gemstone), which is not taken to be 
taijasa, but parthiva.32 

In 3, he counters the ‘being possessor of hot touch’ with the Vaisesika case of 
moon, where moon is taken to be taijasa but there is no knowledge of hot touch.393 
The possible counter by a VaiSesika is the anumana of it being hot, because it is 
taijasa.304 Anandajfiana counters it with the knowledge of coolness and that its being 
apya (made of ap) has been established in the paficagnividyadhikara.3° This 
paficagnividyadhikara is some portion based on paficagnividya, which is found in both 
Chandogyopanisad and Brhadaranyakopanisad.3% In the former, Adi Sankaracarya's 
commentary mentions the waters named sraddha, connected with karman, which turn 


into moon.3°7 Most probably, this is what Anandajfiana is referring to here. He 


300 bhasvatvasya ca svartipavantarajatitve vyafijakatvabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 37 
The text reads 'vyafyakabhavat', which should be 'vyanjakatvabhavat'. 


301 ripantaraprakasakatvasya suvarnadirupadavabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 37 
bhasvaratvam ca samanyavisesah / sa ca rupantaraprakasakatvena vyajyate / - KA (Dravya Padartha, 
Tejas) , p. 49 


302 guklabhasvarariipavatah sphatikadeh ataijasatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 37 
pasana upalamanivajradayah - PDS (Prthivi Nirtpana Prakarana), p. 19 


303 ysna eva sparsa iti / evakaraScandracamikaracaksuradisu anupalambhahetukam 
vipratipattimapanetum / - KA (Dravya Padartha, Tejas), p. 49 


304 tesam taijasatvenosnatvanumanat - K A (Dravya Padartha, Tejas), p. 49 


305 gaityopalabdhivirodhat paficagnividyadhikare ca candrasya apyatvaniscayat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 
37 


306 Chandogya 5.3-10, Brhadaranyaka 6.2 


oUF ta apah karmasamavayinya itaraisca bhitairanugata dyulokam prapya candratvamapannah - 
Sankarabhasya on Chandogyopanisad 5.10.4 (UB, Vol. 2, p. 186) 
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concludes the argument by saying that if it is said that the knowledge of cool touch is 
due to some other element, then it could apply even to water bodies.308 

For 4, he says “piirvavat pratividheyam’, suggesting that they are to be refuted 
in the same manner as done in the case of prthivi. Similar to the first ptrvapaksa 
statement he mentions in 4,399 a statement can be found in Kiranavali.3!0 Another 


statement3!! seems similar to that of Manamanohara.3!2 


2.2.4 Vayu 
The division of this refutation is as following: 
1. Based on Vayutva. 
2. Based on vyafijaka. 
3. Based on ‘being the possessor of non-hot and non-cool apakaja touch’. 
4. Based on pramana-s. 
5. Based on the nitya and anitya types. 
6. Based on karya. 
7. Based on visaya. 
Analysis. Although the laksana of vayu based on vayutva could have been 


refuted by appealing to parasparasraya fault, Anandajfiana begins a discussion based 


308 na ca upastambhakabhagavastambhat tadupalabdhih tatakadisvapi tathaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 
1), p. 37 


309 caksuh taijasam ripasparsayo rupasyaiva vyafijakadravyatvat dipavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 38 


310 taijasatve ca rasadyavyafijakatve sati ripabhivyafijakatvat pradipavat - KA (Dravya Padartha, 
Tejas), p. 50 


311 vimata na parthivah pakanivartyartpavattvat toyaparamanuvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 39 


312 vivadadhyasitah paramanavo na parthivah atyantagnisamyoge bhasmanarambhakatvat 
jalaparamanuvat / - MM (Tejaso Nirtipanam), p. 19 
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on what vayutva is3!3 and that begins 2.3!4 Although he calls it being similar to 
prthivitva and so forth (aptva and tejastva), he again indulges in a detailed discussion 
and refutation of its vyafjaka.3!5 During the discussion of 2, while refuting a 
purvapaksa statement,3!6 Anandajfiana counters it with a mention of visista caksu.3!7 
When this statement of him is countered by the pirvapaksa,3!8 Anandajfiana counters 
it with the mention of the ripa in paramanu-s.3!9 He has claimed to have refuted 
paramanu-s during the refutation of prthivi. In case he did not bring up the discussion 
of vyafijaka, he would not have needed to mention paramanu-s and even dvyanuka-s, 
which he does mention as he carries on the discussion. To say that the existence of 
rupa in paramanu of vayu is not refuted, implies that the existence of paramanu has 
not been refuted.320 

In 3, Anandajfiana states that such a touch could be found even in pre-paka 
part of prthivi.32! If the piirvapaksa intends to assert nityatva in it, then it won’t apply 
to the karya vayu and if it intends that such touch exists so long as the dravya exists, 


then it still would apply to the pre-paka part of prthivi.322 Also, because after the paka 


313 taddhi ripavadavrttisparsavadvyapakam samanyam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 39 

314 na ca tasya vyafijakam asti - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 39 

315 tasya prthivitvadina tulyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 39 

316 acaksusatvat tasya na ripavattvam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 39 

317 visistacaksurgamyatvangikarat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 39 

318 asmadadicaksuragamyatvat na - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 39 

319 paramanusu tathavidhacaksuragocaresvapi riipavattvasvikarat - TS, (Pariccheda 1) p. 39 
320 vayuparamanusu ca riipavattvasya evam anirakaranat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 40 


321 na ca anusnasitapakajasparsavattvam tatha it yuktam pakatpirvam ksitidese*pi 
tathavidhasparsadarsanat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 40 


322 sarvada tathavidhasparsavattvam vivaksitam iti cet na nityatvavivaksayam karyabhage tadayogat 
yavaddravyabhavitvoktau ptrvoktativyaptitadavasthyat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 40 
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procedure, it is accepted that the dravya is different, the pre-paka pots and so forth 
would have such a touch.323 

In 4, Anandajfidna discusses pramana-s for vayutva. A purvapaksa 
anumanaprayoga based on dravyatva is countered by him on the basis of a case in 
which dravyatva is not accepted, due to which there is asrayasiddhi fault and the 
drstanta is sadhyavikala.324 He could have appealed to the fact that he had already 
refuted dravyatva, similar to what he did during the refutation of prthivi.325 

In 5, Anandajfiana says that only anitya type of vayu could exist like the anitya 
type of prthivi, ap and tejas.326 This again implies that he is somehow lending his 
partial support to the existence of vayu dravya as conceived by the Vaisesika-s. The 
purvapaksa could reply to this statement of Anandajfiana by saying that as he has 
agreed to the existence of anitya vayu and anitya being unable to survive by itself 
would need a basis, where the basis could be called as the nitya vayu, also because 
Anandajfiana has appealed to the existence of vayu paramanu-s. Hence, it would have 
been better if he had refuted the dravya directly instead of going into which type of it 
was possible to exist. With the refutation of paramanu-s, the possibility of both the 
nitya and anitya vayu dravya as conceived by the Vaisesika darsana has already been 


ruled out. 


323 pakatpiirvottarakalayoh dravyabhedabhyupagamat pracine kumbhadau uktasparsavyabhicarat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 40 
The text reads 'uktasparsavyabhicarat', which should rather be 'uktasparsavyabhicarat'. 


324 dravyatvam usnavayuvrttyaparajateh bhidyate jatitvat gotvavat iti cet na dravyatvam 
anangtkurvatam asrayasiddheh drstantasya sadhyavikalatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 40 


325 dravyatvasya pratyuktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 27 


326 prthivyadau iva tadanityatvamatrasya supratipadatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 40 
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In 6, Anandajfiana simply refutes the fourfoldness of karya of vayu by saying 
that because prana can be included in visaya, its threefoldness is possible. It is to be 
noted that in the introductory verse above it, he says: 

"karye caturvidho bhedo na traividhyopapattitah"327 

He has used the word ‘upapatti’ which suggests reasonability and/or logical 
validity, while in the discussion he uses ‘sambhavitatva’ which suggests possibility (of 
validity).328 This difference of words seems to make some difference to what 
Anandajfiana wants to say. It could be said that the verse is not a part of the main 
discussion and so the use of the word ‘upapatti’ need not be given much importance 
over the word used in the discussion. 

After suggesting that only threefoldness is possible, Anandajfiana says that 
with the difference of interior and exterior, along with the winds avaha, nivaha, and so 
forth, the number would not stop at four.329 

Then Anandajfiana begins to discuss why the visaya of vayu isn’t atindriya 
(extrasensory). While refuting a ptrvapaksa statement, he states the fault of 
siddhasadhyatva, which implies that a guna being dependent on a dravya is already 
proved.33° This benefits the Vaisesika. It must be noted that he has already refuted a 
laksana synonymous with the ‘gunasrayo dravyam’ laksana of dravya namely, 
‘gunavattvam'. In fact, he could have appealed to dravya as something already refuted. 


He again finds the same fault in the anumana-s of vayu visaya via the linga-s of 


327 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 40 
328 traividhyasyaiva sambhavitatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 40 


329 antarbahirbhavena bhede tu avahanivahadina bahubhedasambhavat na caturvidhyaniyamasiddhih - 
TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 40 


330 vimato dravyasritah gunatvat ripavat ityapi na siddhasadhyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 41 


87 


Sabda, dhrti and kampa. It must also be noted that such a detailed discussion seems to 
have been needed because Anandajfiana had stated that the anitya type of vayu is 


possible, a statement which could have been avoided. 


2.2.5  Sarga and Pralaya 

Anandajfiana begins with a small discussion on asat (nonexistent) and sat 
(existent). He says that because asat lacks in svabhava (self-existence), it cannot have 
a relation with satta because a relation needs at least two existing entities.33! He then 
says that in case karya or universe cannot be defined, the sarga (creation) and pralaya 
(dissolution) related to it, cannot be conceived.332 He lays down the conception of 
sarga which he intends to refute.333 His main discussion involves three parts: 

1. Desire of ISvara. 
2. Adrsta. 
3. Parmanu, dvyanuka, and so forth. 

Analysis. Against 1 and 2, Anandajfiana points out the same fault, which is the 
continuous sarga (creation) forever. The desire of ISvara being eternal, his desire to 
create would also be eternal, and hence sarga would keep on happening forever.334 If 
it is said that in the absence of a relation with the sahakarin (assisting entity), the 


desire would not lead to eternal creation, it would mean that the ISvara's desire to 


331 na ca asatah satta sambandhah tasya dvisthatvat asato nihsvabhavasya anasrayatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 41 


332 na hi karye nirvaktumayogye tadvisayau sargapralayau prakalpete - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 41 
333 sisrksoh iSvarasya icchadrstopastabdhat atmanusamyogat anukarmotpattau mithah samyogat 
dvyanukadisamastakaryadravyotpattih karanagunadvara ca tatra gunotpattih dravyani 


dravyantaramarabhante gunasca gunantaram iti - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 41 


334 nityecchavatah tasya sisrksaya api tathatve sada sargaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 
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create is like that of an sterile woman.335 Udayana says that the desire of ISvara is one, 
but due to the difference of upadhi it is said to be two, which are the desire to create 
and desire to dissolve.336 He further says that the origination of either desire is 
basically the origination of its upadhi only.337 He defines this upadhi as a specific kala 
(time), which is called by the names like 'end of one hundred (brahma) years', and so 
forth.338 Similar is said by Vyomasiva, who calls such a kala a sahakarikarana, which 
is marked by the absence of the adrsta which brings about visrama (rest).339 He further 
says that only when such a kala happens, does Mahesvara have the desire of 
creation.340 Sridhara also calls a specific kala as sahakarin, according to which the 
singular desire of ISvara becomes either for creation or for dissolution.34! When it 
becomes a desire for creation, the adrsta-s become active.342 A common idea which 
can be found in all of these explanations is that ISvara practically has no control even 
over his desire regarding its becoming for creation or destruction. In this sense, 
Anandajfiana's comment that Isvara's desire to create is like that of a sterile woman, 


seems to be reasonable, because it shows that in the Vaisesika scheme of things, 


335 sahakarisamavadhanabhavat tasyah tadahetutve tasyapi praniprabhedavat vandhyecchavattvapatat 
tanniyamitadrstadeh api sada karyakaratvasambhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 


336 yadyapi bhagavata iccha 'asti' ityevamakara ekaiva tathapyupadhibhedat safyihirsa cikirsetyucyate/ 
- KA (Dravya Padartha, Srstisamhara Vidhi), p. 62 


337 utpattirapi tasya upadhyutpattireva - KA (Dravya Padartha, Srstisamhara Vidhi), p. 62 
338 sa ca kalaviseso varsasatantadisabdavacyah - KA (Dravya Padartha, Srstisamhara Vidhi), p. 62 


339 atha ko'sau vrttiradrstanam sahakarikaranam? visramaprapakadrstabhavopalaksitah kalavisesah 
tatsadbhave karyakaranat - VYV, Part 1 (Srstisamhara Vidhi), p. 99 


340 maheévarasyapi tatsadbhava eva sisrksa bhavatiti - VYV, Part 1 (Srstisamhara Vidhi), p. 99 

341 yadyapi yugapadutpadyamanasamkhyeyakaryotpattau vyapriyamana 
digadivannityatvadekaivesvareccha kriyasaktirtipa tathapyesa tattatkalavisesasahakaripraptau 
kadacitsamharartha bhavati kadacitsrstyartha bhavati - NK (Dravya Grantha, Srstisamhara Vidhi 
Nirtpana), p. 52 

342 yada tvasau srstyartha bhavettada vrttilabhah - NK (Dravya Grantha, Srstisamhara Vidhi Niriipana), 
p. 52 
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Isvara cannot directly control creation, which is supposedly controlled by his desire. 
In fact, with regard to the desire of creation, ISvara's position seems to be more 
helpless than a sterile woman, because she can at least herself desire to create, 
whereas I$vara cannot. 

It is clear that the three Vaisesika scholars are trying to prove that the ISvara is 
not in control of his own desire, and the desire to create or dissolve is something else 
altogether. The probable reason behind this is that they know the undesirable 
consequences of making Isvara as the authority of his own desire. As per their 
explanations, one may go further and say that ISvara doesn't create or dissolve 
anything at all, it is just that he is there when sarga or pralaya happens. Anandajfiana 
says that if adrsta and other entities, which are regulated by I§vara's desire, aren't 
regulated by it, then unending sarga would happen, or else, in the absence of the 
Samhantr (the one who joins), sarga wouldn't even begin.343 If ISvara's desire is not 
the regulator and adrsta is the regulator, then it too would need something make it 
regulated, because it has to either promote activity or to hinder it. If a specific kala is 
the regulator, it would further beg the question as to how instead of ISvara, such a kala 
controls adrsta-s. As per Vaisesika-s, kala is itself one, with the difference of only 
upadhi-s. In that case it becomes all the more important to explain how a singular kala 
with a certain upadhi can control Isvara's desire. It is to be noted that none of the three 
Vaisesika stalwarts mentioned above, explain it. 

Against 3, Anandajfiana says that as Atman has no parts, it cannot have 


samyoga with anu-s, which would lead to the non-becoming of dvyanuka-s and 


343 tanniyamitadrstadeh api sada karyakaratvasambhavat anyatha tatsamhantuh abhavat 
karyodayayogat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 
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tryanuka-s.344 Then he iterates that he has already established the invalidity of 
paramanu-s during his refutation of prthivi.345 He says similar about dvyanuka-s.34¢ 
Now, one would imagine that as the sarga and pralaya are marked by paramanu-s and 
the dvyanukadiprakrama, having previously refuted both, Anandajfiana would soon 
conclude his refutation. But he continues a detailed discussion. 

Just after saying that paramanu and dvyanuka have been established as invalid, 
he presents a verse: 

"karyam samyuktayoryadvat tadvattesu bahusvapi / 
pratyaksatvam na tatkarye tryanukesviva dusyati //"347 

With this verse, he begins a discussion for refuting the details of how 
dvyanuka-s and tryanuka-s are formed. There seems to be no need for beginning any 
discussion on both, let alone on tryanuka, which is a product of dvyanuka-s. He 
presents such statements for refutation, which go against his own statement of 
previous refutation and against his mission of refuting sarga and pralaya. One such 
statement is as follows: 

"na ca dvyanukanam dravyarambhakatvam na dvyanukayoh iti niyamah 

dvayoriva paramanvoh tayorapi samyujya tadarambhakatvavirodhat"348 
This statement tries to support the following ideas: 


i. It is possible that two paramanu-s can join to create a dvyanuka. 


344 na ca atmanusamyogah niravayavayoh tayoh samyogasya pradeSavrtteh anupapatteh/ tadabhave 
anusu karmabhavat na mithah samyogah - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 


345 paramaninam va apramanikatvasya prthivyadhikare sadhitatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 
346 dvyanukamapi laksanapramanayoh asambhavena pratyudastam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 
347 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 


348 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 
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ii. It is possible that two dvyanuka-s too can join to create a dravya. 
iii. Paramanu-s and dvyanuka-s exist, difference is in the manner in which they 
combine to create their products. 

Anandajfiana has said to have refuted paramanu-s and dvyanuka-s. He has also 
claimed to have refuted dravya. This fact proves the superfluity of the discussion here, 
which is attested also by the fact that after this, he begins the discussion on parimana 
(size) of paramanu, dvyanuka and tryanuka. 

Anandajfiana finds similar faults in adrsta and Iévara’s desire to dissolute the 
universe. He then says: 

"paramaninam paramparaya karyadravyarambhakatvam atmanusamyogasca 
pratyuktau"349 

Here Anandajfiana says that he has refuted the idea that paramanu-s are the 
originators of karyadravya-s through parampara (series of processes). How can the 
question of originating karyadravya-s arise, when paramanu-s themselves have been 
refuted already? Then he concludes his statement with a question; how would there be 
destruction of dvyanuka and so forth?35° In the following verse, he makes an assertion 
out of this: 

"pratyuktatvadasiddhatvatkaranasyanirtipanat / 


avibhagadanasacca dvyanukadi na nasyati//" 


349 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 43 


350 kuto dvyanukadeh nagah - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 43 
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One could say that this ‘naSyati’ is in the sense of ‘naSyet’. But the point is 
that there seems to be no need whatsoever to discuss dvyanuka after saying that it 
lacks both laksana and pramana.35! 

Anandajfiana goes on to refute the fourfoldness of paramanu during pralaya.352 
He reiterates that because paramanu-s are apramanika, their fourfoldness is 
unestablished.353 But then says: 

"na khalu paramanusu caturvidhyam sidhyati tamaso manasasca 
arambhakaparamanusambhavat"354 

Here Anandajfiana uses the idea of arambhaka (that which begins activity or 
produces) paramanu to support the refutation of the said fourfoldness. Wasn’t the 
previous reason enough to refute it? The rest of the discussion is just based on such a 
superfluous extension of a possibly brief refutation. 

What the straight path of reiteration of the refutation of dravya and paramanu 
could’ve sufficiently done, Anandajfiana accomplishes it with a zigzag path of extra 
detailed discussion. Even though in the discussion, he had earlier said that pralaya has 
been refuted,355 he again considers an anumana for pralaya.35° He does not refute it by 


saying that pralaya has been already refuted. 


351 dvyanukamapi laksanapramanayoh asambhavena pratyudastam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 
352 yaducyate pralayavasthayam paramanavah ... iti tat na - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 43 

353 paramaninam ca apramanikatvena tannisthacaturvidhyasiddheh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 43 
354 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 44 

355 pralayasya pratyuktataya ... - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 43 


356 |. iti anumanat pralayapramitih iti cet ...- TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 44 
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2.2.6 Akasa 

This can be divided into the following: 

1. Based on ‘being the substratum of akaSsatva jati’. 

2. Based on ‘being the possessor of Sabda’. 

3. Based on ‘the non-conscious which is the possessor of visesaguna while being 
vibhu’. 

4. Based on indrtya. 

5. Based on nityanumeyatva. 

Analysis. Anandajfiana’s refutation of 1 is reasonable because jati or simanya 
is based on anugata knowledge, which is not possible in a singular entity. In 2, his 
counterargument is that if just by being a possessor of Sabda, something is to be 
termed as akasa, then drum and conch too possess Sabda, which leads to ativyapti.357 
If it is said that ‘being a possessor of Sabda’ means “being the samavayin of Sabda’, 
then in ‘yasya Sabdavattvam’ (that of which is the possessorness of Sabda), if the 
‘yasya’ (of that which) means something other than akasa, it would be contradictory, 
if it means akaSa, then there would be the fault of svasraya and if it is shared by both, 
then in the part of it which is not different, there would be contradiction, svasrayatva 
and asambhavitva faults, whereas in the part which is different, the same contradiction 


would be present.358 


357 yasya Sabdavattvam tat akasam iti samjfiayam idamadisanam iti cet na bherigankhadau ativyapteh - 
TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 45 


358 gabdavattvam tatsamavayitvam iti cet na yasya ityanakasoktau vyaghatat akasoktau ca svasrayatvat 


samanyoktau tasya ubhayanatireke bhage vyaghatat atmasrayatvat asambhavitvacca tadatireke ca 
uktadosatadavasthyat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 45 
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For 3, Anandajfiana presents as his counter, the Mimamsaka idea of manas 
being vibhu (all pervading).359 If it is said that as per Mimamsa darsana, manas does 
not possess visesaguna, Anandajfiana says that such manas being the possessor of 
visesaguna is known through Sruti.36° Then, when he considers a counterargument 
against manas being avibhu (not all-pervading) on the basis of the Sruti passage 
stating that manas is annamaya (made of anna/food) which establishes manas as 
karya, Anandajfiana counters it with nabhas (akasa) being avibhu due to being a 
karya.361 After some more detailed discussion, he finally refutes the visesagunatva of 
Sabda by saying that sabda possesses parimana, which goes against the siddhanta of 
“‘nirgunah gunah’ (guna-s don't possess guna-s), due to which Sabda is not a guna, let 
alone a visesaguna.3°2 While refuting an anumanaprayoga,°® he says that it goes 
against the knowledges of ‘Sabda is mahan’ (sound is big), and so forth.3°4 The 
Vaisesika counters it by saying that such a knowledge is aupadhika (secondary), to 
which Anandajfiana says that its mukhyatva (primacy) is possible.36 Also, calling the 
knowledge aupadhika on the basis that Sabda is a guna, invites the fault of 


parasparasraya.36 It seems reasonable, because its aupadhikatva is only because it 


359 mimamsakasamaye manasi vyabhicarat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 45 
360 tasya tadvattayah srutyavagatatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 45 


361 na tarhi manaso vibhutvam annamayatvasrutya karyatvasiddheh iti cet tatha’pi nabhaso na 
vibhutvam karyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 45 


362 na ca akaSasya visesagunavattvam Sabdasya parimanavattvena gunatvasambhave 
tadvisesagunatvasya duranirastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 45 


The text reads 'visesagunatvam', which should be 'visesagunavattvam'. 


363 gabdo gunah samanyavattve sati dravyatvakarmatvayoh anadhikaranatvat ripavat iti 
tadgunatvasiddhih - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 


364 gabdo mahanityadipratitivirodhat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 
365 na ca pratiteh aupadhikatvam mukhyatvasambhave tadayogat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 


366 sunatvat amukhyatve parasparasrayata - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 
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has been taken to be a guna. So the aupadhikatva of the knowledge is dependent on 
the siddhanta of gunatva and through the aupadhikatva of knowledge would the 
gunatva be asserted. He also adds, that for those who accept Sabda as a dravya, the 
‘being non-substratum of dravyatva’ is asiddha (unestablished).3°7 Here it seems that 
Anandajfiana could have simply appealed to his earlier refutation of dravyatva, which 
could have been a case of hetvasiddhi fault. Also, when he has adequately argued 
against the gunatva of Ssabda, what is the need for arguing against the hetu? Similar 
happens when he refutes another anumanaprayoga.368 He himself says that by the 
refutation of gunatva of Sabda, its visesagunatva is refuted.36? What then is the need to 
refute the drstanta and so forth?379 

Anandajfiana's refutation of Srotra in 4, is based on Sabdadravyatvavada (the 
theory that Sabda is a dravya).37! Although he has already countered the idea of akasa 
being vibhu, he again takes it up, as he considers vibhutva through 
paramamahattva.372 He gives an answer similar to that of the time when he previously 
countered the said idea, which is that paramamahattva cannot be proved in a karya.37 


The proof of karyatva of akasa is the utpattisruti (Upanisadic passage related to 


367 gabdadravyavadinasca dravyatvanadhikaranatvasiddhih - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 


368 gabdo visesagunah sparsavattve sati bahyendriyagrahyasamanyavattvat ripavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), 
p. 46 


369 punatvanupapattau visesagunatvasya sutaram anupapatteh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 
370 samanyasya ca Sabdatve drstantasya sadhanavikalatvat ripatve dharmini asiddhatvat 
samanyantarasya ubhayasadhanasya uktavisesanavato’bhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 
The text reads 'ripavattve', which should be 'ripatve'. 

371 na ca Srotram gunagrahakam indriyatvat caksurvat iti vacyam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 


372 na ca paramamahattvena vibhutvam abhidhantyam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 


373 tasyapi karyatve duhsadhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 
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creation of the world), the gaunatva (secondariness) of which has been refuted in 
viyadadhikarana (of Brahmasitra).3”4 

Upto this point, Anandajfiana has refuted the various laksana-s of akasa and 
the gunatva of sabda. Now, when akasa itself hasn’t been able to be established as a 
dravya, it becomes anirvacantya because its definitions are unlikely to have survived 
the counterarguments. What is then the need to refute the nityanumeyatva (being 
eternally inferable) of akasa? He has already said in the very beginning of his 
refutation of akasa: 

"dharmyasiddhau kuto dharmah"375 

If X itself is unestablished through its definitions, how could the discussion of 
X being inferable, non-inferable or eternally inferable be started? He begins to discuss 
saksin (witnessing Self).376 At the end of the whole refutation of akasa, he says: 
"tasmat anumeyatvayogat vibhutvadesca anupapatteh nabho’pi bhutantaraih tulyam iti 

siddham"377 

The refutation of anumeyatva seems to have been completed when gunatva 
and visesagunatva of Sabda were refuted on the basis of two anumanaprayoga-s.378 
Also, saying that akasa is pratyaksa, is to indirectly say that it does exist, even though 


not as an inferable entity.379 To refute the inferability of colourlessness from the lack 


374 karyatvam ca utpattisruteh avagatam anapavadaniyam tadgaunatvam ca viyadadhikarane nirastam - 
TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 


375 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 44 

376 akasasya caksusatvabhave'pi saksipratyaksapravedaniyatvasambhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 47 
377 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 47 

378 see Footnotes 363 and 368 


379 saksipratyaksapravedantyatvasambhavat na anumeyatvam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 47 
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of sparsa, Anandajfiana calls tamas as an already mentioned dravya.380 So he is 
somehow supporting the concept of dravya and supporting akasa as a pratyaksa 
dravya. 

In this manner, Anandajfiana seems to undo a lot of work he had accomplished 
through the detailed refutations that he has attempted on the dravya-s before this. It 
was after the refutation of dravya that he accepted the concept of dravya and added a 
tenth one to the list of dravya-s constructed by the Vaisesika-s, which seems to be the 
reason which led him to refute each and every subtype of dravya individually. 

Regarding the rejoinder that 4gama is the source of the idea of relation 
between Sabda and akaSa as guna and gunin respectively, Anandajfiana says that the 
statement of Agama is to express the sthiila (gross) level of akasa transformed from the 


Sabdatanmatra.38! 


2.2.7 Kala 

The refutation of kala can be divided into the following stages: 

1. Based on the knowledges of farness, and so forth. 

2. Based on the knowledges of simultaneity, non-simultaneity, and so forth. 

3. Based on the inferability of kala from the knowledges of farness, and so forth. 
4. Based on solar movements. 

5. Based on models of differences of bhiita, bhavisyat and vartamana. 


6. Based on samyoga of purusa and prakrti. 


380 na ca sparsarahitatvena niripatvanumeyam tamasi vyabhicarat tamasca tamalamalasyamalam 
mahattvopalabhyamanam dravyantaram ityudiritam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 46 


381 na gabdasya 4gamat akaSagunatvam Sabdatanmatrasya akasasya pafictkaranat purvam 
vyavaharayogyasya vyavaharartham sati paficikarane sthaulyamapannasya sthilatam prakatayitum 
gunagunibhavasya tatra abhidhanat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 45 

The text reads 'vyavaharayogyasya', which should be 'vyavaharayogyasya'. 
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Analysis. Anandajfiana begins with a basic laksana, which is, 
paratvadipratyayanimittah (nimitta of knowledges of paratva and so forth) and says 
that it leads to vyabhicara in dik. He takes the next laksana: 

"tatkrtaparatvaparatvavyatiriktaparatvadipratyayanimitta.."382 

This laksana differentiates the paratva and so forth of kala from those of dik. A 
very similar laksana is found in the Padarthadharmasamgraha of Prasastapada in 
which the word ‘vyatikara’ is used to differentiate between the two kinds of paratva 
and so forth, which are temporal and spatial which is, being near and far in relation to 
time and space respectively.383 The question is, why did not Anandajfiana begin the 
refutation directly with the said laksana? In this laksana, he targets the word “nimitta’ 
and says that it causes vyabhicara in 'dharma and so forth’, the source of which is an 
idea expressed in the Padarthadharmasamgraha.3*+ As per the sequence found in the 
said text, the dharma and so forth seems to represent dharma, adharma and bhavana, 
which are considered to be nimitta causes. Anandajfiana then considers a specification 
of kala given by the opponent Vaisesika, which is ‘dravya’ and replies that it would 
cause a vyabhicara in ISvara.385 It is to be noted that he has already refuted dravya, but 
does not refer to it. Then he considers the asadharanatva (uniqueness) of the “nimitta’, 


which would render kala to not remain the nimitta for all that is born,38° and if it is 


382 tatkrtaparatvadivyatiriktaparatvadipratyayanimittatva...- TS, p.47 _ 
The text in the book is erroneous. Sesasarngadhara in LA, p. 40, quotes Anandajfiana’s refutation of 
kala, from where the correct reading is found. 


383 kalah paraparavyatikarayaugapadyayaugapadyaciraksiprapratyayalingam - PDS (Kala Prakarana), 
p. 41 


384 buddhisukhaduhkhecchadvesaprayatnadharmadharmabhavananam nimittakaranatvam - PDS (Guna 
Padartha Nirtpana, Sadharmya Prakarana), p. 67 


385 dravyam iti visesane 1évare vyabhicaratadavasthyat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 47 


386 asadharanatve nimittasya visesane’pi tasya tathatve sarvotpattimannimittatvabhyupagamabhangat - 
TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 47 
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accepted as such a nimitta in the case of the said knowledges, it is opposed to adrsta 
and so forth.387 Kala has been accepted by the Vaisesika-s as the nimittakarana of all 
those which are born.388 Similar is the case with adrsta (dharma and adharma). It is 
said to be the nimitta cause of all that is born.389 If kala is the unique cause of 
knowledges of temporal paratva (farness) and aparatva (nearness), then it cannot be a 
cause of all that which is born. Here Anandajfiana seems to have taken uniqueness as 
a limit. Also, if it is an asadharana nimitta of the said knowledges, it would be both an 
asadharana as well as a sadharana nimitta of them at once, which would be a 
contradiction. In this manner, kala being stated as an asadharana nimitta would incur 
such a fault of contradiction, which Anandajfiana shall refer to as a proper refutation 
in the next part. 

In 2, Anandajfiana considers the laksana which says that kala is one out of 
many nimitta-s of the knowledges of simultaneity, non-simultaneity, and so forth.39° 
He says that the aforesaid argument is similar in this case also, which means that 
being one of many nimitta-s, there is vyabhicara in other nimitta-s like adrsta and so 


forth.39! Also, as asadharanatva has been refuted, it gets applied also to adrsta and so 


387 tasyaiva atra nimittatve ca adrstadeh tannimittatvangikaravirodhat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 47 


388 dikkalayoh paficagunavattvam sarvotpattimatam nimittakaranatvam ca - PDS (Sadharmya 
Vaidharmya Prakarana), p. 13 


389 samsaramilakaranataya sarvotpattimannimittakaranataya bhogasadhanataya cotpattitah 
pratyatmaniyatena paradrstasyapi parasparopayogitvena ca dharmadharmau partksyedanim gunaan ... - 


Upaskara commentary of Sankaramisra on Vaisesikasttra 7.1.1 


390 yaugapadyayaugapadyaciraksiprapratyayanam anyatamam nimittam kalah - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 
47 


391 adrstaderapi yaugapadyadipratyayesu nimittatvavisesat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 47 
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forth.392 Then he considers whether those knowledges have one object or many.393 If 
they have one object, then the laksana-s of each varied or different knowledge would 
not become different and if they have many, then each laksana would face avyapti.3% 
Then he seems to repeat this very argument in a different manner and says that if 
those knowledges have kala as their object, then all of them would become 
synonymous and if they have something other than kala as their object, they would 
not be its laksana.395 If however the object of the laksana is the bheda (difference) of 
kala, then such a laksana needs to be stated.39° 

In 3, Anandajfiana refutes the inferability of kala from those knowledges in 
three ways which is, as a samavayin, an asamavayin and a nimitta397 Such an 
argument has been mentioned by Udayana in his Kiranavalt,398 and Vallabha in his 
NyayalilavatP% as ptrvapaksa. He refutes the first, which is samavayin, by saying 


that kala is not atman.4°° This argument is based on the Vaisesika siddhanta that 


392 asadharanyasya ca nirastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 47 
The text reads 'asadharanasya', which should be 'asadharanyasya'. 


398 kifica tesam ekarthatvam anekarthatvam va - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 47 


394 na adyah laksanabhedayogat vyavaharavirodhacca/ na dvitiyah laksananam pratyekam avyapteh - 
TS (Pariccheda 1), pp. 47-48 


395 etesam kalatiriktarthatve tallaksanatvayogat kalarthatve ca yaugapadyadisabdanam paryayatvapatat 
- TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 48 


396 tadbhedarthatve ca tanmatralaksanasya vaktavyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 48 


397 kimete samavayitvena asamavayitvena nimittatvena va kalam anumapayeyuh - TS (Pariccheda 1), 
p. 48 


398 nanu pratyayah karanataya visayataya va kalam vyavasthapayeyuh/ na prathamah atmendriyadinam 
tatkaranatvat/ na dvittyah tasyatindriyataya aindriyakapratyayavisayatvavirodhat - KA (Dravya 
Padartha, Kala), p. 78 


399 paratvaparatve tatsamavayitaya va lingam tadasamavayitaya tannimittataya va - NL (Kala Pariksa 
Prakarana), pp. 280-281 


400 na adyah tasya anatmatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 48 
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knowledge or buddhi is a guna of atman, and hence atman is its samavayikarana.‘°! 
The second option is refuted by saying that kala is a dravya.4°2 To be an asamavayin, 
kala would need to be something like a guna or karman. The last option is based on 
kala being nityanumeya (eternally inferable). He says that it is not a visaya of our 
senses because it is nityanumeya and while not being a visaya (of our senses), its 
being different from adrsta and so forth cannot be established.403 The next argument 
he refutes is that kala can be inferred from the visista (specified) knowledges as a 
visesana (specifier) knowledge. The example for the argument is yaugapadya 
(simultaneity).404 Anandajfiana says that yaugapadya is a specific kind of kala and 
even if it is the nimitta of such a knowledge, kala itself cannot be a nimitta of it.495 

In 4, Anandajfiana deals with the definition and conception of kala in relation 
to solar movements. This is based on the related portion in Kiranavali. The refutation 


begins with an anumanaprayoga of the opponent, who is Udayana, who presents a 


401 tasya gunah buddhisukhaduhkhecchadvesapratyatnadharmadharmasamskarasankhyaparimana- 
prthaktvasamyogavibhagah - PDS (Dravya Padartha, Atmaprakarana), p. 54 


402 na dvitiyah tasya dravyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 48 


403 na adyah nityanumeyasya asmadaindriyakavyavasayavisayatvat/ na dvitiyah 
adrstadivyatiriktakalasiddhiprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 48 


The portion of the ptrvapaksa's argument reads 'viparyatvenapapatvena' instead of 
'visayatvenavisayatvena’. This is made clear by the variant reading of this cited by Sesasarngadhara in 
his commentary on LA, p. 43. He writes in two successive sentences 'visayatvena' and 
'napyavisayatvena’. 


404 shatadayo yugapat udbhavanti ityadivisistapratyayah visesanapratyayamantarena anupapannah 
ghatadyutpattinimittam kalam upasthapayanti iti cet na yugapadudbhavantityatra visesanasya 
yaugapadyasya kalavisesatvat tasya tadudbhavanimittatve’pi tanmatrasya tannimittatvasambhavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 48 


405 yaugapadyasya kalavisesatvat tasya tadudbhavanimittatve'pi tanmatrasya tannimittatvasambhavat - 
TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 48 
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very similar anumanaprayoga in his Kiranavalt.4°° The basic concept to be refuted is 
that temporal knowledge is produced by the prakarsa (more amount) and viprakarsa 
(less amount) of solar movements. The result is that one cognises difference of elder 
and young in the bodies on earth. Because those bodies and solar movements are not 
naturally connected, there must be a connector of both, which is kala.4°7 In the sadhya 
of the anumanaprayoga, Anandajfiana points out that movement being a kriya, as per 
the Vaisesika, cannot have an attribute such as prakarsa and viprakarsa, and so 
forth.4°8 The hetu 'tadanuvidhayitva' (being in accordance with that), as per him, 
doesn’t match with the drstanta 'kulalanuvidhayt ghatah' (a pot which is in accordance 
with its potter).4°9 He says that there is no relation of anvaya (presence) and vyatireka 
(absence) between the potter and the pot he creates, which seems to be that a pot does 
not necessarily come to existence by the existence of a potter, and that a pot does not 
necessarily go out of existence once the potter goes out of existence. If then this 
example is used to prove that the knowledge of temporal paratva and so forth are so 
connected with the knowledge of prakarsa and so forth of the solar movements, it 
wouldn't prove the point which the Vaisesika opponent is trying to make. The 
avacchedakatva (delimitorness) being a sambandha, presupposes that the entities on 


which it is applied are connected, so any mention of avacchedakatva in relation to 


406 vimatam tapanaparispandaprakarsadidhijanyam tadanuvidhayitvat yatha kulalanuvidhayi ghatah 
tena janyate - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 48 


Udayana's version: sthaviradau paratvam tapanaparispandaprakarsabuddhijanyam tadanuvidhayitvat 
patakuvindavat - KA (Dravya Padartha, Kala), p. 77 


407 sa ca tapanaparispandasthaviradidehapratyasattim apeksate svartipena tadapratyasannatve sati 
tadavacchedakatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 48 


408 prakarsadibhavasya parisistatve kriyanirgunatvasiddhantavirodhat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 48 
409 tadanuvidhayitvam ca paratvadeh tapanaparispandaprakarsadidhiya saha anvayavyatirekavattvam/ 


tat na kulalanuvidhayini ghate astiti drstantasya sadhanavikalatvat/ na ca 
kulalanvayavyatirekanuvidhayitvam tadanuvidhatvam dharminyabhavat/ - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 48 
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kala presupposes that there is a relation between the solar movements and the said 
bodies. Anandajiiana says that there is no natural relation between the two and that 
there cannot be an avacchedaka separate from the relation.*!° 

The next idea of kala which Anandajfiana refutes is that of kala being a basis 
of the models of the differences of bhita and so forth (bhita, bhavisyat and 
vartamana).*!! This seems to be similar to a Vaiyakarana conception of kala.4!2 To this 
he asks, why cannot we accept those knowledges as arising from those models alone? 
Then he elaborates that both he and the opponent accept the solar movements and if 
one accepts that the function of kala can be performed by the upadhi-s of those 
movements, then there would be gaurava (lengthier explanation) in the ideation of a 
separate kala.4!3 

In 6, Anandajfiana takes some concept of kala based on purusa and prakrti.4!4 
This is strange because as far as the available information is concerned, such a 
concept seems to be related to Sankhya darsana, but nevertheless it is countered by 
Vaisesika concepts, which implies that it may have been held by a Vaisesika scholar. 


As per this concept of kala, it is a samyoga, to which Anandajfiana says that it 


410 savitrsamavetakriyayah sthaviradidehasya ca svartipena sannikarsanirtipanat ... tapanakriyayah 
dehabhedavacchedakasya ca tatsannikarsatiriktasya abhavat kuto na sadhyavisistatvam - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 49 
411 yadi tu kale bhiitadibhedapratiripah adhikrtah - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 49 

y p p 


412 tasya kramavadbhih kartrsaktih pravibhajyamana vikaramatragatam bhedartipam tatradhyaropayati 
- Harivrtti on Vakyapadiya 1.3 


413 ybhayavipratipannasavitrgativisesarupopadhyuparodhat kalaprayuktavyavaharasambhavat 
atiriktakalakalpanayam gauravam 4pateta - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 49 


414 na ca prakrtipurusasangatih atirikta’sti kalapadavedantya iti vacyam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 49 
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consequently cannot be a dravya.4!5 If it is reduced to either purusa or prakrti, it won’t 
be a samyoga.‘!6 

It is to be noted, that Anandajfiana's argument in 1 being targeted toward the 
term nimitta and the one in 3 being targeted toward pratyaya (knowledge), a 
combination of both could have sufficed the whole refutation, because even the point 
of solar movements was based on ‘dht’ or knowledge, which is a guna of atman. 

Raghunatha Siromani in his Padarthatattvanirtpana, and the commentators on 
his said text, suggest something similar to what Anandajfiana suggests regarding kala 
towards the end of his refutation. All of them say that vyavahara of kala can be 


explained via upadhi-s, which in case of kala would be the solar movements.*!7 


2.2.8 Dik 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 

1. On the basis of jati. 

2. On the basis of a laksana based on being different from kala. 

3. On the basis of being asadharana karana of knowledges of ptirva, apara, and so 
forth. 


4. On the basis of dik being single. 


415 samyogatve tadatmano'sya adravyatvapatteh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 49 
416 tayoh anyataraparisese kutah sangatih - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 50 


417 ubhayavipratipannasavitrgativisesarupopadhyuparodhat kalaprayuktavyavaharasambhavat 
atiriktakalakalpanayam gauravam 4pateta - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 49 

dikkalau nesvaradatiricyete manabhavat/ tattannimittavisesasamavadhanavasadisvaradeva 
tattatkaryaviSesanamupapatteh/ - PTN (Dikkalakasanirasa), p. 9 


On this excerpt from PTN, Raghudeva Bhattacarya says: 

tatha sati pracyam ghatah praticyam ghata ityaderidanim ghatastadanim ghata ityadesca 
vailaksanyanupapatterisvarasyaikatvadityata aha tattannimitteti/ 
tattatkalopadhitattaddigupadhyavacchinnadityarthah/ - PTN (Dikkalakasanirasa), p. 18 
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Analysis. Anandajfiana begins with refuting the diktva jati, on the basis of dik 
being one. In 2, where the laksana is based on kala, it is refuted saying that kala has 
been refuted.*!8 Although it could have been refuted simply by mentioning the 
previous refutation, Anandajfiana also mentions the previous refutation of the 
specification, which is 'asadharana', which was refuted during the refutation of kala.419 
He has elsewhere stated that when visesana (specifier) has been refuted, the 
visistalakgsana cannot stay valid.42° 

In 3, Anandajfiana questions the meanings of piirva, apara, and so forth in the 
laksana which states that dik is the asadharana karana of the knowledges of piirva, 
apara, and so forth.42! If they represent dik, the fault of svasraya arises and if they 
represent something other than dik, asadharanatva cannot be conceived of.422 

In 4, Anandajfiana opposes the singleness of dik by citing the knowledge of 
directions like praci (east), pratict (west), and so forth.423 He also suggests that in a 
clear sky, when the usage of ptirva, apara, and so forth can be produced on the basis of 
specific movement of the sun, there is no pramana to support the existence of a 


separate dik.424 He then considers an anumanaprayoga: 


418 na ca kalakrtaparatvadivyatiriktaparatvadipratyayasadharanakaranam dik iti vaktum yuktam 
kalasya nirastataya visesanasya asambhavitvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 50 


419 asadharanavisesanasya ksarikrtatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 50 

The text reads 'asadharanavisesanena’', but 'asadharanaviSesanasya' seems to be a better reading. 
420 vigesanasya nirakrtatvadeva visistalaksanapravrtteh anupapatteh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 60 
421 piirvaparadipratyayasadharanakaranam dik - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 50 


422 pirvaparadisabdanam ca digarthatve svasrayatvat anyarthatve ca tatpratyaye digasadharanatvasya 
durnirtipatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 50 


423 na khalu digekatvam pracipraticityadipratitivirodhat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 50 


424 akase hi sarvato'navacchinne savitrsangativisesayogat pirvaparadivyavaharasambhave 
tadatiriktadigastitayam pramanabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 50 
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"vivadadhyasitam visesagunavidhuradravyabhyam janyate karyatvat 

antahkaranadvayasamyogavat"425 

Here he targets the term visesagunavidhura (devoid of viSesaguna) along with 

antahkarana (manas), which is the drstanta. He says that as per Sruti, the antahkarana 

is said to have ‘gunavaisistya’ (relation with guna-s like kama, krodha, and so forth), 
due to which, the sadhya cannot be proved in its samyoga.426 

What has been said about Raghunatha Siromani's idea against kala being an 

independent and separate dravya, has been said by him also about dik. It is hence 


similar to what Anandajfiana says at the end of his refutation of dik.427 


2.2.9 Atmatva 
This refutation can be divided into the following: 
1. Based on a laksana of atmatva. 
2. Based on vyanfjaka of atmatva. 
3. Based on pramana in atmatva. 
4. Based on vijatiyabheda. 
Analysis. Here Anandajfiana does not point out the parasparasraya fault 
between the vyakti and jati because he does not intend to refute 4tman. The laksana of 


atmatva which he quotes is: 


425 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 50 
This is found in MM (Dikkalayorniriipanam), p. 26, with some difference. 


426 na hi Srutyavastambhena antahkaranasya kamadigunavaisistye drste tatsamyoge yathoktam 
sadhyam na sidhyati - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 50 


427 akase hi sarvato'navacchinne savitrsangativisesayogat purvaparadivyavaharasambhave 
tadatiriktadigastitayam pramanabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 50 
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"dravyatvanyutnavrttijianavadvrttyatih atmatvam'428 

His first target is the visesana, which is dravyatvanytnavrtti (that which does 
not pervade dravyatva jati). Because dravyatva has been refuted, the said visSesana 
cannot be established.429 Then he discusses about that to which jfanavattva (being a 
possessor of jiana) applies. If it applies to cetana (conscious), and cetana means 
cidatman (of the form of jana), then the argument of it being jfanadhara (being the 
substratum of jfiana) is invalid.43° The word 'cit' is a synonym of jana, and hence as 
cidatman means 'of the form of jfana', it would clash with jnanadharatva, because 
something cannot be both X and be a substratum of X, especially something as subtle 
as Atman. Things which are complex in structure could be both X and a substratum of 
X in some or other way. If cetana means jfianadhara, then there would be partial 
svasraya fault with ‘jfianavattva’.*3! If it applies to acetana (unconscious), there would 
be a case of bhitacaitanyavada (the theory of matter being conscious).*32 Visesana 
being as important as visesya, when the visesana of the definition of atmatva has been 
refuted via the refutation of dravyatva, there seems to be no need to refute 
‘;ianavattva’. As mentioned in 2.2.8, he has elsewhere stated that by refuting visesana 
of a laksana, the visistalaksana can be straightaway refuted. 

In 2, Anandajfiana discusses vyafijaka of atmatva. He says that buddhi, iccha 


and prayatna each cannot be a vyafijaka of 4tman, because buddhimattva (being a 


428 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 50 
429 dravyatvasya pratyuktatvat tannyiinavrttitvavisesanayogat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 


430 jfianavattvam hi cetanasya acetanasya va na adyah cetanasabdasya cidatmavisayatve tasya 
jhanadharatvavacoyukteh riktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 


431 jfanadharavisayatve tasya jfianavattvoktau amsatah svasrayatvapatat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 


432 na dvitiyah bhitacaitanyavadaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 
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possessor of buddhi) has been refuted.433 The refutation of buddhimattva seems to be 
the refutation of jfianavattva. He says that because prayatna and iccha cannot reside in 
something which does not have buddhi, like the ghata, in the same manner jana and 
so forth cannot reside in atman, which lacks in guna-s.434 He then considers an 
anumanaprayoga based on akaSa.435 Although Anandajfiana has already refuted akasa 
as a dravya, he rather uses a counter-anumanaprayoga to refute it.43° He says that as 
per the statement ‘these guna-s residing in gunavat are nirguna’, which suffers from 
faults of svasrayatva and vyaghata, the guna-s cannot reside in atman.*3’ The said 
svasrayatva seems to be in defining the guna-s as nirguna, because the idea of nirguna 
depends on the idea of guna and the idea of guna is dependent on the idea of nirguna. 
The vyaghata seems to be in ‘nirgunah gunah’, which does not seem to be an actual 
fault. The prefix ‘nis’ means ‘without/lacking’ and so ‘guna-s have no guna-s’ does 
not necessarily become a contradictory statement, unless argued for. It seems that it is 
based on a probable version of the text which used ‘aguna’ instead of ‘nirguna’. The 
usage of ‘aguna’ instead of ‘nirguna’ is found in the laksana of karman in the 
VaiSesikasitra.438 It may be due to an intervention of the scribe that 'aguna’ (which 


may have been the word in Anandajfiana's original manuscript) became 'nirguna’. 


433 buddhicchaprayatnanam pratyekam tadvyafijakam iti cet na buddhimattvasya nirakrtatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 51 


434 na ca abuddhimati prayatnecche sangacchete ghatadau tadabhavat na ca tasmin nirgune jfianadayo 
yujyante - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 


435 akasam visesagunadhikaranavibhvanyat meyatvat ghatavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 
436 akasam érotragrahyavisesagunadhikaranavibhvanyat meyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 


437 sunasca ami gunavati nirguna vartamanah svasrayatvam vyaghatam ca apadayantah na atmani 
vrttim pralabdhum prabhavanti - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 


438 ekadravyamagunam samyogavibhagesvanapeksakaranamiti - Vaisesikasitra 1.1.17 
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In 3, Anandajfiana targets the anugata-knowledge. If anugata-knowledge is the 
pramana for atmatva, then it is absent in individual atman-s, and if it is present in the 
complete collection of atman-s, the knowledge of atmatva would be absent in 
individual atman-s.*39 The anugata-knowledge is said to arise out of a collection of 
similar entities, which implies that an individual entity is not enough for it. Usually, 
the anugata-knowledge survives through the memory of similar entities. If a person 
sees a table after seeing several tables in the past, even though one is seeing one table 
alone, through the memory of those tables seen in the past, they would have the 
knowledge of a jati of table. Anandajfiana's statement that there would be absence of 
anugata-knowledge in individual objects seems true because if it is a jati, because it 
resides in multiple vyakti-s, at the time of non-perception of all of them but one, the 
knowledge of a jati cannot happen and if it does happen, it would be one which is not 
in accordance with the object on which it is based. Pratyaksvariipa in his commentary 
on Citsukha's Tattvapradipika has criticised this concept of samanya, calling it the 
greatest Indrajala (illusion), which is said to be one, and residing in all similar vyakti- 
s, but doesn't exist in the gaps.440 Anandajfiana's argument hints at this problem in the 
concept of samanya or jati. 

Anandajfiana does consider an anumanaprayoga which is claimed to be a 
proof for the existence of jati.44! Dravyatva being the paksa of the anumana and 


dravyatva being refuted earlier, Anandajfiana says that the anumana prayoga is 


439 anugatapratyayasya pratyekam abhavat militesu tadbhave tesveva atmatvapramiteh ekaikatra 
tadabhavah syat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 


440 acintyamahimeyam vastusvabhavaicitrt yadvyaktidvaye vartamanamapi antarale na vartate 
ekatvam na jahati... - TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 590 


441 dravyatvam sattatiriktatmavrtti jatitvat gotvavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 
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refuted.442 Also, he says that if there is no bheda (difference) in atman, jati cannot be 
proved to exist in it.443 If one is different from the other because of being cetana, the 
pratiyogin (from which the difference is being measured) would become acetana and 
if one is different from the other because of being acetana, the pratiyogin would be 
cetana.*44 Bheda needs to be because of some reason or cause and the cause here is 
either cetanatva or acetanatva and in both the cases, one individual atman would 
become acetana. 

In 4, spotting parasparasraya fault in the vijattyabhedasiddhi (bheda from 
those which are different), Anandajfiana refutes vijatiyabhedasiddhi because it is 
based on bheda.*45 The parasparasraya is between bhedasiddhi and 
vijattyabhedasiddhi. The latter cannot be done without the former. Bheda is of two 
types, that is, sajatiyabheda and vijattyabheda. If bhedasiddhi is done on the basis of 
dharmin and pratiyogin, the ascertainment of dharmin and pratiyogin would require 
the ascertainment of bheda between the two, and the ascertainment of bheda between 
the two would require the ascertainment of dharmin and pratiyogin. If bhedasiddhi is 
done on the basis of sajatiyabhedasiddhi, the sajatiyabheda being dependent on bheda 
and vice versa, it would to lead to a parasparasraya fault. Hence, the fault pointed out 
is a reasonable one. 

Anandajfiana then says that if bheda resides in an abhinna (singular) entity, it 


would be contradictory, and if it resides in a bhinna entity, then it involves the fault of 


442 dravyatvadinirasadeva nirastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 
443 na ca atmani asati bhede jatih yukta vyaktyabhedasya tadbadhakatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 


444 na hi tasya cetanatvena bhedah pratiyogino’cetanatvapatteh napi acetanatvena bhedah pratiyogina 
eva cetanatvaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 51 


445 na ca vijattyabhedasiddhih tadbhedasya bhedapeksatvena parasparasrayapatat - TS (Pariccheda 1), 
p. 51 
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svasrayatva and so forth, and as there is no bheda common to both abhinna and 
bhinna entities, if it is reduced to either one, it is sure to be absent.*4© The svasrayatva 
fault seems to be because bheda is known because of bhinna entities, and bhinna 
entities are known to have bheda. This argument could be applied to refute bheda 
itself. It is based on the inherent conceptual difference between bheda and abheda. If 
X is abhinna, then it would be incongruent to imagine it having bheda in it, as bheda 
and abheda cannot reside at one point together unconditionally. If X is bhinna, and 
one says that there is bheda in X, then there is svasraya fault. It is unclear which faults 
other than svasraya would be there in it, because Anandajfiana says 
“‘svasrayatvadiprasangat’, in which the ‘adi’ represents other faults. Now, having 
attempted a refutation of bheda itself, Anandajfiana takes to refute the jadatva (being 
devoid of cit) of 4tman, and so forth.447 The reason for the need of this discussion is 
because at the time of refuting the definition of atmatva jati, Anandajfiana began a 
refutation of the idea that 4tman is the substratum of jiana. The refutation was 
sufficiently done by reiterating the refutation of dravyatva. 


At the end of the refutation, he says: 


446 na ca tasya dharmo bhedah abhinne tadavasthane tattvavyaghatat bhinne ca tadbhave 
svasrayatvadiprasangat sadharanasya ca abhavat svartipatve ca anyataraparisese tadabhavadhrauvyat - 
TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 52 

The text reads 'na ca tasya dharmyabhedah' which does not seem to fit the context. It should rather be 
‘na ca tasya dharmo bhedah'. Folio number 11, frontside, line 10 reads 'na ca tasya dhamye bhido', 
where the Nagar 'i' of 'bhi' is a misreading of'e' of 'bhe' in this peculiar style of Nagari where 'e' is like 
a viramacihna to be placed before a consonant. The 'dhamye' looks like a misreading of 'dharmmo' 
because of similar shape. Hence on the basis of both the manuscript, Mr. Tripathi's text and also on the 
basis of context, which is, bheda as a dharma residing in bhinna and abhinna entities, 'na ca tasya 
dharmo bhedah' is the correct reading. 


447 na ca atmanopi jadatvam ghataderavisesat jfianavattvasya nirastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 52 

The text reads 'abhavasya jadatvam', which is most likely a miswriting of 'atmano jadatvam', because as 
per the rest of the sentence along with the context of the whole discussion, if 'abhavasya' is replaced 
with 'atmanah’, it starts to make sense. In the folio number 11, frontside, line 11 of the manuscript, the 
text reads 'na cabhavasya jadatvam’. The 'bh' of it looks more like 'ma' because of a stroke which is 
joining it to the horizontal line above. Such a shape of 'bh' could be a misreading of 'tm'. Also, in this 
style of Nagari, the matra of 'o' is represented as two viramacihna-s placed on the left and right of the 
consonant. In this way the text would turn out to be; na ca atmanopi jadatvam. 
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"advitiyo nirgunasciddhatuh atma iti siddham"448 
"Hence, it is established that the atman, is the attributeless conscious element, second 
to none." In the word 'ciddhatuh’, 'cit' again means 'jfiana', a word used for Brahman 
or atman, many a time. In this refutation, Anandajfiana has challenged the idea that 
atman is the substratum of jana, and toward the end he states that atman is itself 
jhana. 

Mahamahopadhyaya Rakhaladasa Nyayaratna (19th century CE) in his 
Tattvasara, a text on Navyanyaya, says that the attributes like jfiana, iccha, dvesa, 
adrsta, krti and bhavana are of manas and not atman.*49 This is in opposition to the 
position of Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s, and is a handshake with the Advaita 


Vedanta darsana. 


2.2.10 Manas 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 

1. Based on manastva jati. 

2. Based on being the perceiver sense of sukha. 

3. Based on being the substratum of asamavayikarana of sukha. 
4. Based on being a sense organ which transforms into sukha. 
5. Based on anumana via atmendriyarthasannikarsa. 

6. Based on smrti. 

7. Based on an anumanaprayoga. 


8. Based on anutva. 


448 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 52 


449 jfanecchadvesadrstakrtibhavanad manasameva gunah - Tattvasara, p. 3 
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Analysis. In 1, Anandajfiana takes the laksana of manastva as a jati which 
resides in a dravya devoid of viSesaguna and does not reside in atman.*59 He refutes 
the idea that manas does not have visesaguna by saying that a manas possessing such 
a guna can be known through Sruti and anubhava.*5! Anandajfiana does not elaborate 
this point. Also, he does not reiterate the refutation of dravya while refuting the 
manastva jati, which could have made the refutation briefer because the jati is said to 
be residing in a dravya. It seems that he is indirectly referring to his statement 
regarding manas being a possessor of visesaguna which he made during the refutation 
of dik. Then he attempts to refute the idea that atman is known through a karana 
(indriya).452 Anandajfiana says that the reason for this is: 

"tadvattvasya pratyuktatvat"453 

If ‘tadvattva’ (being a possessor of that) applies to atman, then it does not 
seem to make sense. It would have made sense if it were ‘tathatva’, which would have 
indicated the state or characteristic of atman which is being refuted. If it were 
‘karanagocaravattvam’ (being perceivable through sense organ) before ‘atmanah’, 
then ‘tadvattva’ would have been congruent. It could be a scribal error. Anandajfiana 
says that if 4tman were perceivable through indriya, there would be a lack of afijasya 
(congruence) in Sruti and so forth (Sruti, smrti, etc.).454 This point has not been 


elaborated by the author. He then says that because atman being a substratum of 


450 vigesagunavidhuradravyavrttyatmavrttijatih manastvam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 52 


451 manaso visesagunavattvasya Srutyanubhavagamyatvat na tasya visesagunavaidhuryam - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 52 


452 na ca $rutyadeh yuktam karanagocaratvam atmanah - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 52 
453 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 52 


454 karanagocaratve ca érutyadeh afijasyabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 52 
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dravyatva (jati) is undesirable, the visesana ‘atmavrtti’ (not residing in atman) is in 
vain.*55 He does not say that he has refuted atman being such a substratum and ends it 
with expressing its undesirability, the logical weightage of which is questionable. 

In 2, Anandajfiana takes up the laksana of manas based on it being a sense 
organ which is the perceiver of sukha.456 Anandajfiana refutes this through a verse, the 
first word of which is incomplete, a suggestion for which has been given by T. M. 
Tripathi, which seems correct. The verse is as follows: 

"atmanubhavagamyatvadindriyagrahyata yatah / 
sukhasya duhkharagadau tulyametadupeyate//"457 

The reading guessed by Mr. Tripathi seems correct, because Anandajfiana is 
intending to refute that sukha is perceivable through indriya (manas), by saying that it 
is perceivable through self-experience or experience effected by the atman. The limit 
of meter is also taken care of. Hence, the argument of Anandajfiana is that because 
sukha, duhkha, raga are experienced by the self, it leads to the idea that the aforesaid 
are not perceived by indriya. 

In 3, the refutation is based on the laksana of manas as the substratum of the 
asamavayikarana of sukha.458 Anandajfiana takes up the laksana of asamavayikarana, 
zeroes in on pratyasatti (proximity) and asks which one of the two kinds of pratyasatti 
is applicable to this case? Here he refutes the two kinds of pratyasatti which are, 


karanaikarthasamavaya (to reside along with the cause in one object through 


455 atmanasca dravyatvadhikaranatvasya anistatvat atmavrttitvavisesanasya akificitkaratvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 52 


456 sukhagrahi indriyam manah - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 
This is similar to the one mentioned in MM (Manaso Niripanam), p. 48; sukhagrahakendriyam. 


457 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 52 


458 sukhasamavayikaranadhikaranam indriyam manah - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 52 
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samavaya sambandha) and karyaikarthasamavaya (to reside along with the effect in 
one object through samavaya sambandha). The former is refuted by showing avyapti 
in Sabda, because the ptrvasabda (previous sound, the alleged asamavayikarana) does 
not stay with its karana (akasa) through samavaya relation, because akasa is 
asamaveta.4>? The term 'ekarthasamavaya' means 'ekasmin arthe samavayah' (residing 
in an object through samavaya), and because in karanaikarthasamavaya, it is said that 
the piirvasabda has ekarthasamavaya with akasa, it would mean that both akasa and 
purvasabda stay together in an object (ekartha) through samavaya relation. This would 
make akasa samaveta, which is not acceptable to the Vaisesika.46° Anandajfiana has 
similarly argued against karanaikarthasamavaya with regards to atmamanahsamyoga. 
Also, here Anandajfiana has stated that akasa is the cause of Sabda, which 
indirectly validates the laksana-s of akasa based on it being a cause of Sabda and 
seems to invalidate his refutation of the same.*¢! In the same manner he attempts to 
refute the idea that the asamavayikarana of sukha and so forth, which is 
atmamanahsamyoga (the conjunction between atman and manas) has an 
ekarthasamavaya (residing in one entity through samavaya) with atman, because via 
atman's nirdravyatva (lacking dravyatva or not being a dravya), it cannot reside 
through the samavaya sambandha.4°2 Anandajfiana, who seems to connect dravyatva 


and samavetatva, could have refuted karanaikarthasamavaya simply by appealing to 


459 na hi pirvasabdasya uttarasabdam prati asamavayikaranasya tatkaranena ekarthasamavayah 
sambhavati nabhasah sabdakaranasya asamavetatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 52 


460 asritatvam canyatra nityadravyebhyah - PDS (Sadharmya Vaidharmya Prakarana), p. 7 
461 nabhasah sabdakaranasya - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 52 
462 na ca atmamanahsamyogasya sukhadyasamavayikaranasya tatkaranena atmana saha 


ekarthasamavayo yujyate tasya nirdravyatvena samavetatvanabhyupagamat - TS (Pariccheda 1), pp. 
52-53 
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the refutation of ‘dravya’. Also, by saying that something lacks samavaya because it is 
not dravya, implies that something which is dravya would have samavaya. He could 
have stated a case where samavaya is not accepted and point out the asrayasiddhi 
fault, a method which he uses many a time in other refutations. This would have led to 
a briefer refutation, without the need to present statements which oppose his previous 
refutations. 

Then Anandajfiana discusses the karyaikarthasamavaya and counters it by 
saying that it would cause avyapti in the case of sauklya (whiteness) and so forth.46 
He says that the sauklya of tantu (thread) resides in the karana (of pata or cloth) tantu, 
whereas the sauklya of the pata (karya) resides in the karya and because both Sauklya- 
s have two different substrata, both cannot reside through the karyaikarthasamavaya 
relation, and hence the sauklya of tantu-s cannot be the asamavayikarana of Sauklya of 
pata.464 Anandajfiana says that pratyasatti is not connected regularly in both relations, 
because it is aprasiddha.*°> Kesava Misra in his Tarkabhasa considers a piirvapaksa 
statement which is similar to the one stated by Anandajfiana, according to which the 
rapa of tantu-s and the riipa of pata do not have pratyasatti (relation).4°° Kesava Misra 
then counters it and says that the said pratyasatti would be through parampara, that is, 


the ripa of pata has its samavayikarana as pata, and pata has its samavayikarana as 


463 na dvitiyah Sauklyadau avyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


464 na hi tantuSauklyam patasauklyadsamavayikaranam karyaikarthasamavetam Sauklyayoh 
bhinnadhikaranatvat karanasauklyasya karanadhikaranatvat karyasauklyasya ca karyanisthatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


465 na karanaikarthasamavaye karyaikarthasamavaye va anusyita pratydasattih aprasiddhatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


466 nanu patagatartipasya patah samavayikaranamatastadgatasyaiva kasyaciddharmasya pataripam 


pratyasamavayikaranatvamucitam/ samavayikaranapratyasannatvat/ na tu tanturiipasya/ tasya 
samavayikaranapratyasattyabhavat/ - TB (Pramana Padartha), p. 31 
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tantu, in which ripa of tantu resides, due to which the tanturiipa has pratyasatti with 
pata.407 

In 4, Anandajfiana counters the laksana based on manas being a sense organ 
which transforms into sukha.*68 He says that there would be impossibility of 
transformation irrespective of whether it happens in the said way or another way.?° It 
is to be noted that he has not mentioned any reason or argument to support the former 
statement. Also, as he does at certain places in this text, he mentions vivarta while 
discussing about parinama. Here he considers if in the absence of such a parinama, 
manas is the substratum of the vivarta related to sukha.47° He points to a vada (theory) 
which would be the consequence of accepting manas as the aforementioned.47! The 
text reads 'papavadapravesat', where T. M. Tripathi has guessed 'papa' to be 'atma’. It 
instead seems to be 'apavadapravesat', because apavada is applied on the basis of the 
idea of vivarta in Advaita Vedanta. If sukha is a vivarta of manas, then through 
apavada, sukha would be manas itself which would lead to absence of fundamental 
distinction between the two. 

In 5, Anandajfiana discusses pramana for manas. The opponent’s inference of 
manas is based on the gap which manas fills between atmendriyarthasannikarsa (the 


conjunction of 4tman, sense organ and object) and the production of jfana.472 The 


467 samavayikaranasamavayikaranapratyasannasyapi paramparaya samavayikaranapratyasannatvat - 
TB (Pramana Padartha), p. 31 


468 sukhaparinami indriyam manah - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 

469 tathabhitasya anyathabhitasya va parinamayogat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 
470 tadvivartadhikaranasya manastve - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 

471 papavadapravesat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


472 4tmendriyarthasannikarsah karyotpattau karanantaram apeksate satyapi tadbhave 
karyanutpadakatvat tantuvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 
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supporting example is that of tantu and pata. He questions the type of karana being 
inferred. If it is nimitta, there is siddhasadhana fault, because there is adrsta and so 
forth as the nimittakarana.473 Any other type of karana which is, samavayin or 
asamavayin, cannot be accepted, because apart from atmendriyarthasannikarsa there 
is no such karana.474 The basis of such a statement could be that atman is the 
samavayikarana of jana, while atmendriyarthasannikarsa is the asamavayikarana, 
and as adrsta and so forth have been taken as nimittakadrana, there is no room for 
another cause. Anandajfiana considers another point, where another asamavayikarana 
(manahsamyoga) is being used to establish manas.47> He counters it by saying that 
even though the rtipa and so forth of tantu exist, yet if they do not produce the riipa 
and so forth of pata, and because another asamavayikarana is absent there, there 
would be vyabhicara in this case, which implies that one would need to imagine 
another asamavayikarana apart from tantusamyoga.*’° If manas is established as a 
nimitta by parisesa (inference where the remainder is the final answer) via it being 
different from adrsta and so forth, then there would be parasparasraya fault, because 
manas is being established due to it being different from all nimitta-s which are 


different from manas.47” The aforesaid siddhi (proof) depends on manas itself, with 


473 karanantaram nimittam anyat va na prathamah siddhasadhyatvat adrstadeh tathatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


474 na dvitiyah atmendriyarthasannikarsatiriktajfianasamavayyasamavayinoh asattvena badhat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


475 na ca atiriktasamavayisadhane manahsamyogasiddhya manahsiddhih - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


476 tanturipadeh sadbhave pataripadyanutpadakatve'pi tatra asamavayyantarabhavena vyabhicarat - 
TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


477 sadhyamananimittabhitakaranantarasya adrstadeh anyatve parisesat manahsiddhih iti cet na 
sarvasmanmanotiriktadanyatve manahsiddhau tadatiriktasarvanimittasiddhih tatsiddhau ca anumanat 
tadanyamanahsiddhiriti parasparasrayat yasmaccidanyatve pariSesasambhavat/ tasmat na uktanumanat 
manahsiddhih/- TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 
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the central point of it being different from other nimitta-s. Anandajfiana ends this 
argument by saying “‘yasmaccidanyatve parisesasambhavat’ .478 

Folio number 10, backside, line number 5 reads 
'yasmaccidanyatvaparisesasambhavattasmannoktanumananmanassiddhih'. It instead 
seems to be 'yasmattadanyatvaparisSesasambhavas tasmannoktanumanan 
manassiddhih’. Mr. Tripathi has read 'yasmaccidanyatva' as 'yasmaccidanyatve'. As 
per the context and the text of the manuscript 'cidanyatva' would be 'tadanyatva' 
where '‘tat' is 'adrsta and so forth’, and 'pariSesasambhavat' would be 
‘parisesasambhavah'. Mr. Tripathi has himself put the viramacihna between 
‘parisesambhavat' and 'tasmat', which is to be removed. The text then would mean that 
because the difference of manas from adrsta and so forth cannot be established, the 
manas cannot be established through the said anumana. 

In 6, Anandajfiana takes up smrti. He starts with an anumanaprayoga; smrti is 
sadhya (to be produced) by a dravya which is samyukta (conjunct) with an atman 
which is avacchinna (delimited) by a Sarira, due to being a visesaguna of pranin 
(living being), like the knowledge of rtipa.479 He points out the siddhasadhya fault in 
the statement, because smrti being caused by Sarira is already estabished.48° He 
considers that if the opponent gives a specification that it is not Sarira, but something 


other than it, then the siddhasadhya fault applies to those kind of dravya-s like kala 


478 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


479 smrtih Sariravacchinnatmasamyuktadravyasadhya pranivisesagunatvat ripajfianavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


480 na hi gariravacchinnatmasamyuktadravyasadhya smrtih iti yuktam tasmat Sarirat sadhyatayah 
siddhasadhyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 
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and so forth.48! He elaborates that the kala and so forth (kala, akasa, dik) are samyukta 
with atman, as their omnipresence is accepted and that they have samyoga with the 
mirta-s.482 It is to be noted that he has earlier refuted kala and so forth. He then adds 
that the atman which is avacchinna by Sarira is the same as atman itself.483 If it is said 
that avacchinna is fundamentally not different from the anavacchinna (not delimited), 
then the viSesana ‘Sariravacchinna’ is useless and also in case of smrti being a sadhya 
of the dravya which is samyukta with just atman (anavacchinna), there would be an 
absence of phala (which is smrti).484 

Then Anandajfiana considers another anum@anaprayoga; the sukhasamvit 
(knowledge of sukha) is sadhya by an indriya, because it is saksatkarin (directly 
perceived), like the agreed upon.485 He questions about what kind of a paksa 
sukhasamvit is; is it the ordinary sukhasamvit or is it just the sukhasamvit itself?486 
The arrangement of this part of the discussion seems to be erroneous because while 
discussing the second option (sukhasamvit alone), Anandajfiana spots a fault in the 
visesana, but there is no visesana in this paksa (sukhasamvinm§tra).487 In fact, the 
visesana is found in the first option (asmadadisukhasamvit). Hence, it seems that the 


word ‘adya’ (first option) is for ‘sukhasamvinmatra’, whereas ‘dvitiya’ is for 


481 gariratiriktavisesanat na iti cet na tathavidhakaladisadhyataya siddhasadhyatayah tadavasthyat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


482 na ca tasya uktatmasamyuktatvarahityam sarvagatatvangikarat mirtasamyogat - TS (Pariccheda 1), 
p. 53 
The text reads 'uktatmasamyuktarahityam', which seems to be 'uktatmasamyuktatvarahityam'’. 


483 gariravacchinnasya atmanah tadbhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


484 sariravacchinnetivisesananarthakyam tatprayoge'pi tanmatrasamyuktadravyasadhyatvat 
phalabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 54 


485 sukhasamvit indriyasadhya saksatkaritvat sampratipannavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 54 
486 kim asmadadisukhasamvit paksikriyate kim sukhasamvinmatram - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 54 


487 na dvitiyah tadbhage badhat visesanasya ca anisvarapakse vaiyarthyat ... - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 54 
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‘asmadadisukhasamvit’. In this way, it appears to make sense that in the second 
option, Anandajfiana points to the superfluity of the visesana (asmadadi) in 
anisvarapaksa (case where I§vara is not accepted). Regarding the same option, he says 
that if there is some other paksa, there would be an absence of sisadhayisa (the desire 
to establish or prove) regarding the manas which has been known through an 4pta- 
statement.488 He does not quote the apta-statement, which makes it doubtful as to 
what kind of manas is being talked about. 

Then Anandajfiana takes another anumanaprayoga into consideration; the 
disputable (the knowledge of sukha) is visaya of aindriyakajiana (knowledge through 
sense organ), because it is true, like a pot.489 Against this he produces a counter- 
anuméanaprayoga, in which he retains the hetu (vastutvat), but changes the paksa and 
makes ‘caksusajfianavisayah’ (being the object of the knowledge through caksu) his 
paksa.49 If the hetu proves the opponent’s prayoga, then it also proves Anandajfiana’s 
prayoga, because his paksa isn’t unreal as it is already established by the opponent, 
the reason being that there can be something which is the visaya of caksusajhiana. 

Anandajfiana then attempts to refute the anutva (atomicness) of manas. He 
considers an anumanaprayoga; anutva belongs to the jati of the asamavayikarana of 
murtasamyoga, which is the visesaguna of nitya (dravya) while itself being anitya, 
like the viSesaguna of parthiva anu.49! He counters this with the aprasiddhi of 


asamavayikarana, and so forth, in a long discussion. It is to be noted that he has 


488 paksantare ca aptoktisamadhigate manasi sisadhayisa'bhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 54 
489 vimatam aindriyakajfianavisayah vastutvat ghatavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 54 
490 vimatam caksusajfianavisayah vastutvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 54 


491 vimatam murtasamyogasamavayikaranakajatiyam anityatve sati nityavisesagunatvat 
parthivanuvisesagunavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 54 
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already countered the concept of mirta during the refutation of prthiv1.492 He attempts 
to refute parthivaparamanu by reiterating its refutation and consequently counters the 
idea that viSesaguna-s reside in the paramanu, stating that the asraya of the drstanta 
does not exist.493 As he has refuted paramanu during the refutation of prthivi, the 
anutva, which resides in the paramanu, could have been refuted by simply reiterating 
the said refutation, leading to the asrayasiddhi fault in the opponent's statement. 

Anandajfiana then refutes some concept of manas being vibhu and ends by 
saying: 

"tasmat mano bhautikam madhyamaparimanam ca ityastheyam"4% 

The term ‘bhautika’ implies that manas is made of bhiita-s or elements 
(another name for the first four dravya-s). He also assigns it with a 
madhyamaparimana (medium dimension). For the evidence of the bhautikatva and so 
forth of manas, Anandajfiana provides some Sruti excerpt; ‘my mind was elsewhere, I 


did not see (the object which was to be seen)’ .495 


He concludes the refutations of dravya-s by saying: 
"tat siddhametat prthivyadi manontam dravyam avicaritaramaniyam apatikam 


anirvacyam iti"496 


492 beginning from ‘miirtam ca kimucyate’ - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 


493 parthivaparamaniinam tadvisesagunanam ca aprasiddheh drstantasya asrayastinyatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 54 


494 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 55 
495 anyatramana abhiivam nadarsam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 55 


496 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 55 
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If manas is avicaritaramaniya or that which is pleasing because it is not well- 
thought about, the statement of manas made by Anandajfiana too should be 
considered the same, the only difference being that Anandajfiana does not call manas 
a dravya. Also, if it is anirvacya, this too works against the said statement of 
Anandajfiana. 

As has been seen, although Anandajfiana gives to-the-point arguments against 
the Vaisesika dravya-s, he also unnecessarily stretches the refutation at many points. 
The Vaisesika idea that padartha-s other than dravya are all dependent on dravya, is 
refuted by him before he begins the refutation of dravya. Had he not refuted such an 
idea, he could have simply refuted all the Vaisesika padartha-s by merely refuting 
dravya. Then after refuting dravya, he upholds the list of nine dravya-s accepted by 
the Vaisesika darsSana and adds one more dravya to it. This seems to lead to the need 
of refuting each and every type of dravya individually. Even during the refutation of 
each dravya, at many points he does not apply briefer methods and lengthens the 
argumentation, which could have been refuted by a mere reiteration of previous 
refutations (a method which he uses at times). A similar scenario shall be seen in the 
following chapters. 

Raghunatha Siromani in his Padarthatattvaniripana has refuted manas as a 
separate dravya.*%7 He further responds to the possible rejoinder of his opponent that 
in case a separate manas dravya is not accepted, many jfana-s shall be experienced at 
once. He says that a specific adrsta can do the job of being a niyamaka in the said 


case.498 Similar to this idea of adrsta, Anandajfiana states that the gap between 


497 mano'pi casamavetam bhiitam/ - PTN (Manonirasa), p. 23 


498 adrstavisesopagrahasya niyamakatvacca natiprasanga ityavayoh samanam/ - PTN (Manonirasa), p. 
23 
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atmendriyarthasannikarsa and its effect can be filled by adrsta and so forth.49 
Raghudeva Bhattacarya (~17th century CE) in his commentary on this, says that 
manas is bhitatmaka, which is similar to Anandajfiana's statement that manas is 


bhautika.500 


499 4tmendriyarthasannikarsah karyotpattau karanantaram apeksate ... karanantaram hi nimittam anyat 
va na prathamah siddhasadhyatvat adrstadeh tathatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 53 


500 tatha ca mano'samavetamiirtaviseso bhitatmakam mirtamiti yavadityarthah/ - PTN (Manonirasa), 
p. 26 
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Chapter 3 
REFUTATIONS IN THE 


DVITIYA PARICCHEDA 


Chapter 3 


REFUTATIONS IN THE DVITIYA PARICCHEDA 


In the dvitiya pariccheda, Anandajfiana performs a refutation of guna-s. He 
begins it by stating that as the dravya-s have been refuted, there is no need to 
separately refute guna-s. But he also states that some dull-minded people think that if 
guna-s are not separately refuted, their laksana-s and pramanikatva (being in 
accordance with pramana-s) remains intact. Hence, he presents a separate refutation 
of guna-s.59! 

In this pariccheda, the refutations of guna and anumana are primary from the 
point of view of their application. The laksana-s and concept of guna are applicable to 
all the guna-s, both samanya and visesa. The laksana-s and concept of anumana, 
including those of vyapti, are of critical importance to the Vaisesika darsana. From the 
concept of paramanu to determining the guna-s of certain dravya-s, along with other 
issues, anumana is widely used. Hence, the refutations of guna and anumana have 
been termed primary. Along with anumana, the refutations of avidya and vidya also 
have been termed primary, because it is on the basis of these two that the Vaisesika-s 
conceptualise their pramana-s. The refutations of other guna-s have been categorised 


as secondary. They include the refutations of samanya and visesa guna-s. 


501 yadyapi dravyesu nirakrtesu tatparadhina guna nirakrta bhavantiti na tannirakaranam prthak 
apeksyate tathapi prthaganirakarane gunanam laksanavattvam pramanikatvam ca astiti kesaficit 
mandamanisajusam manisa samunmiset iti prthageva tannirakaranam prastiiyate - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
56 
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3.1 Primary Refutations 

3.1.1 Guna 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 

1. Based being a possessor of samanya, not being a possessor of guna, not being an 
independent cause of samyoga and vibhaga. 

2. Based on being a possessor of samanya, being unmoving, not being a cause of 
samyoga and vibhaga. 

3. Based on not being a cause of samyoga and vibhaga while being a possessor of 
samanya. 

4. Based on being a possessor of samanya which belongs to a jati different from that 
of samyoga and vibhaga. 

5. Based on gunatva. 

6. Based on vyafyaka. 

7. Based on the phrase ‘twenty four guna-s’. 

Analysis. In 1, the laksana of guna includes the word 'aguna'.5°? Anandajfiana 
claims that the term ‘aguna’ (not being a possessor of guna) is useless because there is 
no vyabhicara in the vyavartya (dravya, etc.).5°3 If such a word has been used to 
exclude dravya, then as per him there would be parasparasraya fault.5°* The fault 
seems to be based upon the idea that if aguna is used to define guna, it would require 
the prior establishment (or knowledge) of guna. It is only when guna is established 


that agunatva would be established, and as per the laksana, the prior knowledge of 


502 sunah simanyavan agunah samyogavibhagayoranapekso na karanam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 
This is found in NK (Dravyagrantha, Uddesaprakarana), p. 15. 


503 vyavartyavyabhicarabhavat agunavisesanavaiyarthyat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 


504 dravyavyavartakatvena tadupadane ca parasparasrayaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 
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agunatva is required to establish guna. Hence, this mutual dependence between guna 
and agunatva leads to the parasparasraya fault. Then he claims that the specification 
of ‘anapeksa’, which makes guna a non-cause of samyoga and vibhaga while it is 
independent, is useless because simply stating it as a ‘non-cause of samyoga and 
vibhaga’ would separate it from dravya and karman.595 Sankaramiéra is of the opinion 
that the statement 'not a cause of samyoga-s and vibhaga-s' is meant to exclude 
karman.°°© For him, 'anapeksa' is added to include samyoga, vibhaga, dharma, 
adharma, ISvarajfiana, and so forth.507 This shows that Anandajfiana is correct in 
pointing out the superfluity of 'anapeksa' for the purpose of excluding dravya and 
karman from laksana of guna. 

The laksana in 2 has 'acalanatmaka' (being of the form of non-movement or 
not being of the form of movement) as a specification, meant for the exclusion of 
karman (which is of the form of movement) which Anandajfiana claims to be 
useless.5°8 It is because the exclusion of karman can be done with 'not being the cause 
of samyoga and vibhaga', due to which there is no need to add 'being of the form of 
non-movement'. 

In 3, Anandajfiana removes ‘acalanatmaka’ (not of the form of motion) and 


claims that ‘being a non-cause of samyoga and vibhaga (while having samanya)' 


505 anapeksavisesanasyapi tathatvat tadabhave'pi samyogavibhagayoh na karanam ityetavataiva 
dravyakarmavyavacchedasiddheh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 

The text reads 'tadbhave'pi', but it makes sense with 'tadabhave'pi' because the author is stating how 
even in the absence of 'anapeksa’, the laksana would distinguish guna from dravya and karman. 


506 tathapi karmanyativyaptirityata dha samyogavibhagesvakaranam - Upaskara (comm.) on 
Vaisesikasttra 1.1.16 


507 tathapi samyogavibhagadharmadharmesvarajfianadinadmasamerahah syadata uktamanapeksa iti - 
Upaskara on Vaisesikasitra 1.1.16 


508 etena samanyavan acalanatmakah samyogavibhagayorna karanam gunah iti nirastam 


acalanatmakavisesanasya anyatahsiddhakarmavyavrttyarthasya nirarthakatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
56 
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applies to dravya and karman, which are born and immediately undergo destruction, 
and hence there is ativyapti.°° A dravya which is born and gets immediately 
destroyed has a samanya (dravyatva) but does not cause samyoga and vibhaga, 
because it is yet to possess a guna. A karman, which is born and immediately 
undergoes destruction, also cannot cause samyoga and vibhaga, because karman is in 
any case termed as asutaravinasin (that which gets destroyed spontaneously).>!° 
Anandajfiana then considers if the definition points to guna being of a different jati 
and then refutes it by saying that it is impossible for it to belong to a different jati than 
para jati which is satta, and it would be present in dravya, karman as well as in 
guna.>!! Then he considers the point of apara jati, saying that guna is not the 
substratum of dravyatva and karmatva.5!? He refutes it by saying that dravyatva has 
been refuted, while karmatva shall be refuted.5!3 Again, the validity of mentioning a 
future refutation is questionable. But as a convention, future refutations are found to 
be cited in other texts too.5!4 He ends this by saying that the mention of ‘of samyoga 


and vibhaga’ is useless, which is related to the previous discussion.5!5 


509 astu tarhi samanyavattve sati samyogavibhagayorna karanam gunah iti laksanam iti cet na 
pratyutpannapradhvamsini dravye karmani ca ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 


510 ksanikatvamaésutaravinasitvam - NK (Karmagrantha), p. 290 


511 tajjatiyetaratvam vivaksitam iti cet na tannisthaparajatiyetaratvasya asambhavitvat - TS (Pariccheda 
2), p. 56 


512 dravyatvakarmatvayoranadhikaranatvam abhimatam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 


513 nirastatvat nirasisyamanatvacca/ nirastam hi dravyadhikare dravyatvam/ karmatvam karmadhikare 
nirakarisyate - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 


514 na ca gabdasya nityatvasiddhau tatkalpaneti yuktam/ nirakarisyamanatvat/ - NKU (Dvitiyastabaka), 
p. 87 


tulyasamagryadhinatvasya nirakrtatvat nirakaratvasya nirakarisyamanatvat - NM , Part 2 (Saptama 
Ahnika), p. 249 


515 samyogavibhagayoriti vyartham ca - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 
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In the next laksana, which again is based on para and apara jati-s, guna is 
stated to belong to another jati than that of the cause of samyoga and vibhaga.>!° To 
this Anandajfiana states that it cannot be said to be belonging to another jati than 
either para or apara.>!7 In the next one, which defines guna by gunatva, he refutes it 
by pointing out anyonyasraya.>!8 

Then Anandajfiana begins a discussion on the vyafijaka of gunatva. If the 
laksana-s of guna have been successfully refuted, the guna vyakti cannot be 
established, due to which the gunatva jati or anything based on guna cannot be 
established because in the case of jati, the jati is dependent on vyakti and in the other 
case, when the basis has been destructed, anything based on it cannot have an intact 
independent existence. He himself says that when the aforesaid laksana-s have been 
refuted, there can be no vyafyaka for gunatva.5!9 Hence, there should be no need for 
any further refutation of vyafijaka. 

Anandajfiana refutes visesagunatva as if it is separate from gunatva. Just after 
that, he counters the vyafijaka of visesagunatva,>2° by saying that he has refuted satta 
and gunatva.52! If he has refuted satta, then all the laksana-s and other suggestions 
based on samanya can be straightaway refuted and if there is no satta, how can there 


be any jati like dravyatva, gunatva, karmatva and so forth? It seems that this refutation 


516 samanyavan samyogavibhagahetujatiyetaro gunah - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 
517 tannisthaparaparajatiyetaratvasya vaktum asakyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 


518 na ca gunatvameva tallaksanam gunasiddhau tadasiddheh anyonyaésrayavisesat - TS (Pariccheda 2), 
p. 56 


519 na ca gunatve vyafijakam asti uktalaksananam pratyakhyatatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 
520 sattasaksadvyapyajatyanyariparasavrttijatimattvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 57 


521 sattaya gunatvasya ca nirakrtatvat yathoktajativyafijakamanabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 57 


130 


of satta relates to that of sattva in the beginning of Tarkasangraha. In that case, the 
whole of Vaisesika thesis can be refuted by the refutation of satta alone. 

In the end Anandajfiana puts forward his stance regarding the phrase ‘twenty 
four guna-s’. Sankhya being accepted as a guna by the Vaisesika-s, and guna-s being 
themselves nirguna (lacking in guna), the phrase ‘twenty four guna-s’ contradicts their 
siddhanta. The typical reply of a Vaisesika is that such a phrase is based on the 
secondary knowledge of number in guna-s. To this the author says that when it is 
possible that such a knowledge is primary, there is no room for it to be considered 
secondary.52? As he says during the refutation of dravya, there is parasparasraya fault 
in saying that such knowledge is secondary because they are guna-s.>?3 

Upto this point, Anandajfiana has claimed to have refuted the laksana-s of 
guna, satta and gunatva. Hence, the refutation of individual guna-s is superfluous. He 
says in the beginning of the refutation of guna-s that some dull-minded people claim 
that even after refuting dravya-s, if guna-s are not separately refuted, they retain the 
status of being pramanika, so he has separately refuted guna-s. This reason for 
refutation can be fulfilled by simply refuting the main category 'guna', while not 
refuting each and every guna accepted in the Vaisesika darsana. If even after refuting 
the guna category, one says that the individual guna-s retain the status of being 
pramanika (in accordance with pramana), then they would have to agree that those 
individual guna-s cannot be called guna-s. 

In the prathama pariccheda, the refutation of the concept and construction 


procedure of laksana has been already performed by Anandajfiana. Keeping that 


522 dravyagatayah tasyah tatra ekarthasamavayat pratitih iti cet na mukhyatve sambhavati 
upacarakalpanayogat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 57 


523 amukhyatve parasparasrayatvasya uktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 57 
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refutation in mind, it seems to become all the more unnecessary to refute each and 
every guna individually. It is because of this reason that all those refutations have 
been clubbed under secondary refutations in this chapter. Anumana being an 
individually important topic, its refutation has been clubbed under the primary 
refutations and has been discussed and analysed. The importance of anumana lies in 
the fact that most of the logical argumentation of the Vaisesika-s (and Naiyayika-s 
too) is based on anumana. They use various anumanaprayoga-s to settle disputes and 
assert their position. Texts like Manamanohara of Vadivagisvara and 
Mahavidyavidambana of Bhattavadindra are majorly based on anumana. From 
formulating the laksana-s of different padartha-s, to establishing the nature of various 
dravya-s, to the idea of paramanu-s, and so forth, without anumana, these would be 
impossible for the Vaisesika-s. 

Only the refutations of avinabhava and vyapti have been taken for analysis, 
because these are the backbone of anumana. It becomes clear from KeSavamisra's 
laksana of linga, that the authority or validity of a linga or hetu is derived from 
vyapti.524 Hence, by refuting vyapti, the whole structure of anum4ana can be refuted. 

Along with anumana, the refutation of avidya and vidya have also been taken 
for analysis, keeping in mind their relevance for Advaita Vedanta and their potential 
against VaiSesika thesis. As has been said, the Vaisesika concept of pramana is based 
on avidya and vidya, due to which they too have been included in the primary 


refutations. 


524 vyaptibalenarthagamakam lingam - TB (Pramanapadartha), p. 36 
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3.1.2 Anumdana 
This refutation can be divided into several parts, but only two of them shall be 
presented here, namely the refutation of laksana-s of Anumana, and the refutation of 


vyapti via upadhi. 


Refutation of Laksana-s of Anumdna 

Lakgana 1. Anumana is the sadhana of paroksa (indirect) anubhava through 
valid avinabhava.>?5 

Anandajfiana first takes up the laksana of anumana based on avinabhava 
(necessary connection). As per the laksana, anumAana is the sadhana (cause) of paroksa 
anubhava (indirect knowledge) through samyak (valid) avinabhava. He picks the 
word 'samyak' and attempts to refute it. Samyak is an attribute of avinabhava. He first 
states that if samyaktva (validness) is the dharma or attribute of jiana (knowledge) 
alone, it cannot be an attribute of avinabhava.52° To this the opponent shows how the 
said attribute of jfiana can be shared with artha (object) also. The opponent says that 
as samyaktva specifies jfiiana, the object being connected with that jana is specified 
by samyaktva (indirectly).527 Anandajfiana shows anyonyasraya in this idea of what 


specifies what between artha and jfiana.528 One part of the demonstration of 


525 samyagavinabhavena paroksanubhavasadhanam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 89. 
This definition is found in NSB (Pariccheda 2), p. 194. 


526 samyaktvasya jfianaikadharmatve jfianatvavadavinabhavadharmatvayogat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
89 
The text reads 'jfanatvavadavinabhavakarmatvayogat' which does not seem to make sense. 


527 tadvisesitajfianavisayatvat tasya tadvisesitata - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 89 
The text reads 'tadvisesita', but as 'being specified' is what is being talked about, it seems to be 
‘tadvisesitata’. 


528 arthavisayitvena jianasya tadvisesitatvam jfianagatavisesasya arthadvarakatvat 
tathavidhajfianavisayatvacca arthasya tadvisesitatvam iti anyonyasrayatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 89 
The text reads 'arthavisayatvena’', but it should be 'arthavisayitvena' because jfiana is being talked about, 
which is taken to be a visayin and not a visaya. 
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anyonyasraya is clear, which says that artha specifies jiana. The difference between 
one jfiana and the other is only that of the artha. The other part of the said 
demonstration, which is jfana, specifies the artha, due to which artha is a visaya of the 
said jfana. It is based on the principle that jfana is always a visayin or that which is 
connected to a visaya (artha). In conceptual knowledge, it is jana which gives 
identity to the artha, separating it from other similar and dissimilar artha-s. In this way 
jhana may specify artha. It could also be interpreted as this, that if jana is valid, its 
artha is identified as valid. In this way also, artha could be specified by jana. 
Anandajfiana then discusses as to where the samyaktva resides. Is it in artha? 
Or is it in jfiana? First he states that as samyaktva does not directly reside in artha, the 
synonym of its opposite asamyaktva, which is, abhasatva (invalidity/illusionness) gets 
accepted in the avinabhava.529 Avinabhava is said to reside in the artha-s and if artha-s 
are proved to be illusory, similar would be the case of their avinabhava. Then he 
considers the idea of samyaktva residing in the artha itself. He says that if it resides 
only in artha, it cannot become the specifying attribute of jfana.53° If there is 
asamyaktva in jianamatra (knowledge itself or every kind of knowledge), then the 
division of bhrama (illusion) could not be established.>?! It is so because in that case, 
all kinds of jfiana would be illusory. Anandajfiana says that if samyaktva resides in 
both artha and jana, it would amount to kalpanagaurava (superfluous explanation).>32 


Also, then samyaktva could not be called an avantara (intermediate) jati of 


529 svatascaivamarthe samyaktvabhavat asamyaktvaparaparyayam abhasatvam avinabhave svarasikam 
abhyupagatam bhavet - TS (Pariccheda 2), pp. 89-90 


530 tasya arthaikadharmatve'pi na jfianavisesanatvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 
531 tatha ca jfianamatrasya asamyaktve bhramavibhago na sidhyet - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


532 samyaktvasya ubhayadharmatve ... arthasyaiva samyaktvena jfianasyapi tathatvopapattau ca 
ubhayatra taddharmakalpanayam gauravam 4pateta - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 
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jfanatva.533 Now Anandajfiana considers the idea that like the samyaktva of artha, 
there is samyaktva of jfiana, which enters it through artha.°34 He says that it cannot be 
so without pramanikatva and pramanikatva is the same as samyagjfanavisayatva 
(being the object of valid knowledge).535 He says that in this way that the said 
itaretarasraya fault cannot be avoided.536 

Then Anandajfiana begins the refutation of avinabhava, which is the second 
component of the laksana being countered.>37 Considering if avinabhava is anvaya or 
vyatireka, he says that there is avyapti in both the cases.538 Anvaya and vyatireka are 
opposites, which represent presence and absence respectively. When avinabhava is 
taken to be anvaya, it wouldn't apply to vyatireka and vice versa, leading to avyapti. 
Hence, he concludes that both anvaya and vyatireka cannot be avinabhava.>39 At this 
point, it seems that avinabhava has been adequately countered. A third kind of 
avinabhava, other than anvaya and vyatireka isn't accepted by the Vaisesika-s, and as 
the two accepted types have been countered on the basis of avyapti, there seems to be 


no need to further discuss and counter as to what does this avinabhava apply to.>40 


533 jfianasya hi samyaktvam samSayadyavrttitve sati jfianatvavantarajatih - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 6 
534 evam arthasyeva astu jfianasya taddvarakam samyaktvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


535 na hi pramanikatvam rte tasya tathatvam adhigatam/ tacca samyagjfianavisayatvat avyatiriktam 
istam/ - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


536 tatha ca katham uktam itaretarasrayatvam na avataret - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 

537 Bhasarvajiia in his commentary Nyayabhisana on his Nyayasara (NSB, p. 194), while explaining 
the said definition of anumana, says, “avindbhaveneti vyaptismaranenetyuktam bhavati”, and connects 
avinabhava with vyaptismarana. It is probably because of this reason that Anandajiiana, in his 
introductory verse of this refutation says, “dvidha vyapterayuktatvat” and then refutes anvaya and 
vyatireka, without calling them types of vyapti. The expression ‘vyapter ayuktatvat’ does not seem to 
be representing the avyapti which he shows in anvayin and vyatirekin by saying “dvidhda’pi vyatirekini 
anvayini ca avyaptih apatati”’. Instead it seems to represent the refutation of vyapti itself. 

538 dvidha'pi vyatirekini anvayini ca avyaptih apatati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 

539 ata eva na ubhayoh avinabhavatvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


540 sa ca jatyoh vyaktyoh upadhyoh tadvatoh va na nirtipyate - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 
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Nevertheless, a brief mention of how avinabhava is refuted on the basis of 
application, would be informative. 

Anandajfiana rejects avinabhava between two jati-s, for example, dhimatva 
and agnitva, because both have different substrata.54+! The next option is that of two 
vyakti-s, here being individual dhiima and agni.>42 He rejects this option on the basis 
of the absence of anugama because vyapti or avinabhava cannot be determined unless 
it is known to be in more than one couple of vyakti-s. The next option is that of 
dhimavattva and agnimattva.543 Here also Anandajfiana points to the difference in the 
substrata of both. Even if one gets anugama based on either jati or upadhi, it would 
lead to any dhtima vyakti being pervaded by any agni vyakti leading to the knowledge 
of all the agni vyakti-s, and similarly if one thinks about the vyapti between jfieyatva 
(being the object of jiana/knowledge) and pratyaksatva (being pratyaksa), they shall 
become omniscient.544 He further says that there is no anubhava (immediate 
experience) of said avinabhava during the time of anumiti and even it happens and 
becomes smrti (memory), it still cannot be made a part of anumiti, because it is not 


pramanika.545 Smrti is said to apramanika because it is dependent on the previous 


541 na tavat jatyoh avinabhavo'vagantum sakyate dhimatvagnitvayoh bhinnadhikaranatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


542 napi dhimagnivyaktyoh asau sidhyati anugamabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


543 na dhiimavattvavahnimattvayoh tatsiddhih visistabhede tannivistayoh tayorapi 
vyadhikaranatvavisesat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


544 jatyupadhyoh anyataradvarena anugame ya kacit dhimavyaktih yaya kayacit agnivyaktya vyapta 
ityetavati vyaptivedanaparyavasanat tadadhigatatadakhilavyaktim akalayan jnieyatvasya kasyacit 
pratyaksatvasya ca vyaptim anusandadhanah sarvajfiah syat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


545 na ca anumitikale tadanubhavo'sti tasya ativrttasya smrtiviparivartitve'pi na anumityangatvam 
apramanikatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 
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anubhava and is also not based on any artha which is present in the now.>46 
Anandajfiana adds that if it is still made a part of anumiti, the differentiation between 
true and false would become useless.547 If the knowledge is accepted and even if it is 
made a part of anumiti, it would not be any different from apramiti (invalid 
knowledge) as per Vaisesika-s.548 If it is said that smrti also would be that, 
Anandajfiana rejects it by saying that smrti is not necessarily born at the time of 
manahsamyoga (conjunction of 4tman and manas).°49 The opponent replies with the 
idea that smrti is necessarily born through the samskara, which is further born of 
anubhava.5°° To this Anandajfiana says that during the time of destruction of the 
previous anubhava, just like samskara, if anubhttasmrti (memory of that which has 
been inferred) can arise, there is no point in conceptualising samskara.5>! He does not 
elaborate about the possibility of smrti being born without samskara. It seems to be 
the case that as both samskara and smrti are the guna-s of atman, if samskara can be 
born from a knowledge, so could be with smrti and as far as appearing to the 


conscious mind is concerned, if samskara can, why cannot smrti? The 


546 atitavisayeti pramanatvam nivarayati/ smrtiriti laksyanidarsanam/ - KA (Gunapadartha), p. 243 


ata eva na pramanam tasyah purvanubhavavisayatvopadarsanenartham niscinvatya arthaparicchede 
purvanubhavaparatantryat - NK (Gunagrantha Smrtiniripana), p. 257 


547 tasya tasyapi tadangatayam abhasavivekatanarthakyat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


548 pratipannasya avabhasasya tathatve'pi tvanmate'pramityavyatirekat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 
The text reads 'tvanmate pramityavyatirekat', but it should rather be 'tvanmate apramityavyatirekat'. 


549 na ca sa smrtih api iti yuktam tasyah manahsamyogakalajanmaniyamat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 
The text reads 'manahsamyogajanmakalaniyamat', which does not seem correct, because the next 
rejoinder of the opponent is regarding niyama itself. So it may instead be 
'manahsamyogakalajanmaniyamat'. 


550 anubhavajanitasamskarasamudbodhasapeksatvat tanniyamah syat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


551 pirvanubhavanasakale samskaravat anubhitasmrtereva samudayasambhave 
samskarakalpanavaiyarthyat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


Translation of 'anubhita' as 'anumita' is based on the consensus of Vyomasiva, Udayana and Sridhara in 
their respective commentaries on the Smrtiprakarana of Padarthadharmasangraha. 
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Padarthadharmasangraha states that samskara is born of three types of knowledge; 
first, a sharp or clear knowledge of something, which happens via a desire to see 
something, leading to a conscious effort to cognise it, second, from practice, where a 
person practises a thing repeatedly, and thirdly when someone cognises a thing which 
was earlier completely unknown to them.>52 But there are things which may not fall in 
any of these categories, and still be cognised via smrti. For example, a person walking 
down the street, may casually remember even a toffee wrapper (which they 
recognised as a toffee wrapper) thrown near the road. In this case, the person did not 
put a conscious effort via a desire to see it, nor did they practise seeing it and they 
also did not see a toffee wrapper for the first time or even near a road for the first 
time. Now when the person remembers it at some other time, which one of the 
samskara-s accepted by the Vaisesika darsana was effected after the said knowledge 
of the wrapper happened in the street? One may say that it could be the one related to 
practice, because the person already knew what a toffee wrapper is. But there is a 
problem with the description of practice as per VaiSesika-s. Such a practice is 
voluntary and preplanned, as is evident from the examples of vidya, silpa and so 
forth.>>3 Seeing a toffee wrapper in the street was neither voluntary nor pre-planned. 
One could say that so far as the Vaisesika idea of samskara-s is concerned, the 
aforesaid smrti is without a corresponding samskara. In the case of anubhitasmrti 
(memory of the inferred), it cannot be connected with the samskara which is built by 
deliberately uniting mind and eye, because such a samsk€ara is related to seeing 


something one has never seen before, like seeing golden and silver lotuses in the 


552 adarapratyayajah abhyasajah patupratyayajah - PDS (Samskaraprakarana), p. 222 


553 vidyasilpavyayamadisvabhyasyamanesu - PDS (Samskaraprakarana), p. 223 
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Devahrada (a waterbody, which is a specific place of pilgrimage).°54 Abhyasa 
(practice) is defined as being a well planned activity, so the idea of inferring 
avinabhava via the samskara brought by such practice, does not seem fit. In this sense 
also, the anubhitasmrti doesn't seem to fall in any of the three categories of samskara. 

Then Anandajfiana takes up the third component of the laksana, which is 
'paroksa' (not direct to the senses). He says that it is of no use.5°5 If it is said to be for 
the purpose of excluding pratyaksa, it can be done by avinabhava itself.55° The reason 
for this is that avinabhava is not directly perceivable, because it is conceptual in 
nature. The opponent's rejoinder is that pratyaksa of the form of 'dhiima is inherently 
connected with agni' has for its artha (object) the dhtima and is produced by 
avinabhava, which is the sadhana (instrument).557 The opponent says that through the 
repeated sight of dhima and vahni being connected, the knowledge that dhiima has 
avinabhava with vahni, is caused by avinabhava (avinabhavasadhanajanita), but it is 
not anumana, and hence for excluding this kind of pratyaksa, the 'paroksa' has been 
added.558 To this Anandajfiana replies by pointing out the word sadhana, which if is 
not taken to be karana, there would be ativyapti in kala and so forth.559 Further he 


counters the other reasons to add paroksa. One reason could be to refute the idea that 


554 prayatnena manascaksusi sthapayitva'pirvamartham didrksamanasya 
vidyutsampatadarsanavadadarapratyayah tamapeksamanadatmamanasoh samyogat samskaratisayo 
jayate yatha devahrade rajatasauvarnapadmadarsanaditi - PDS (Samskaraprakarana), p. 223 

555 na ca paroksavisesanam arthavat alaksyate - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 91 


596 taddhi pratyaksapratiksepartham istam/ tacca avinabhavavisesanenaiva pratikseptum sakyam - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 91 


557 vahnidhiimayoh sahacaritayoh bhiiyobhiiyodarsane dahanavinabhiito dhimah iti pratyaksam 
avinabhitadhtimavisayam avinabhavasadhanajanitam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 91 


558 visayasyapi pratyakse karanatvat na ca tat anumanam iti vyabhicare tannirasartham visesanam 
arthavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 91 


559 sadhanapadena karanasvikarat anyatha kaladau ativyaptiprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 91 
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paroksatva jati is dependent on artha.5°° The other reason could be to state the result 
of employing anumana pramana.°°! Anandajfiana says that neither of these reasons are 
useful for the laksana.52 He does not elaborate on this. It seems that the first of the 
two reasons would lead to an overstretched laksana, which is only meant to separate 
its laksya from the similar and dissimilar entities.5°3 Similar could be the case with the 
second reason. 

Lakgana 2. The valid paroksa anubhava caused by avinabhava is anumiti and 
its sadhana is anumana.>° 

Laksana 3. The valid sadhana of anubhava along with avinabhava being 
remembered is anumana.°>> 

Both of these laksana-s are refuted by Anandajfiana by stating that the 
'paroksa' specification is of no use and that it cannot be reasonably said that 
samyaktva resides in artha and/or jfana.5° 

All the discussion that follows, from the refutation of avinabhava as vyapti or 
svabhaviki (inherent) vyapti, to the refutation of upadhi, is based on the two kinds of 


vyapti/avinabhava namely, anvaya and vyatireka, which Anandajfiana seems to have 


560 paroksatvajateh visayasritatvamatanirasaya - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 91 
561 anumanaphalakathanaya - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 91 
562 Jaksane tayoh anupayogat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 91 


563 tatha cacaryah samanasamanajatiyavyavacchedo laksanarthah iti - KA (Dravyapadartha, Prthivi), p. 
29 


564 avinabhavajanitasamyakparoksanubhavah anumitih tatsadhanam anumanam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
91 


565 smaryamanena avinabhavena saha anubhavasya samyaksadhanam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 91 


566 paroksatvavisesanasya anarthakatvat arthajfiananisthatvena samyaktvasyapi ayuktatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 91 
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adequately countered. Hence, there doesn’t seem to be any need for such a detailed 


refutation of vyapti and upadhi. 


Refutation of Vyapti via Upadhi 

In the second discussion on avinabhava, Anandajfiana attempts to refute 
upadhi, on the basis of one laksana of vyapti/avinabhava as anaupadhika or 
nirupadhika (devoid of upadhi) sambandha.5*7 His method is to refute upadhi, by 
which he would refute the negation of upadhi.5°8 But the available text seems to be 
incomplete. The beginning of the refutation, the text of which has been reconstructed 
by Mr. Tripathi, reads as follows: 

"upadhirhi sadhanavyapakatve sati sadhyavyapakah"5° 

This laksana of upadhi is attributed to Udayana.5” Here it is stated that upadhi 
is that which while it does not pervade the sadhana, it pervades the sadhya. On the 
basis of this laksana of upadhi, Anandajfiana states something about the anaupadhika 
relation of ‘sadhanavyapakatvam’ with sadhya, which does not seem to make sense. 
He says: 

"sadhanavyapakatvam ca sadhyena anaupadhikah sambandhah">7! 
Going to the last para of the page, we find a statement which reads as follows: 


"sa ca sadhyena avyabhicaravan"572 


567 kasca avinabhavah vyaptih iti cet... - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 91 

568 tadasiddhau kutah siddhistannisedhasya kathyatam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 

569 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 

°7 tatropadhistu sadhanavyapakatve sati sadhyavyapakah - NKU (Trflyastabaka), p. 182 
571 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 


572 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 
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The ‘sa’ refers to upadhi. It states that between the upadhi and sadhya 
pervaded by that upadhi, there is no vyabhicara (transgression or unnatural 
connection). Vyabhicara and upadhi point to a similar idea, due to which it seems that 
the said ‘sadhanavyapakatvam’ should have been ‘sadhyavyapakatvam’, which states 
the relation between the upadhi and the sadhya and that it has no further upadhi in 
between, implying that upadhi and sadhya are directly related. The two statements, far 
apart from each other, would now make sense, as in: 
¢ sadhyavyapakatvam ca sadhyena anaupadhikah sambandhah. 
¢ sa ca sadheyan avyabhicaravan. 

Now, following the first statement, comes another statement which says that 
the (knowledge of) anaupadhika relation is dependent on the knowledge of upadhi.>73 
After this comes ‘ananugamat’, which seems abrupt. It reads as follows (the position 
of comma and viramacihna as given in the printed text): 

"sa ca aupadhikajfianadvitiyah ananugamat, visesalaksanasya vivaksyatvat / 
ananugatih adusanam iti cet na samanyalaksanabhave tallaksanavivaksayogat / "574 
The viramacihna (/) seems to be erroneously placed after ‘vivaksyatvat’ (‘due to being 
desired to be spoken’), while it should have been after ‘ananugamat’ (‘due to the 

absence of anugama’'), which then would have read as: 
"sa ca aupadhikajnianadvittyah ... ananugamat / visesalaksanasya vivaksyatvat 


ananugatih adusanam iti cet na samanyalaksanabhave tallaksanavivaksayogat /" 


573 sadhyena anaupadhikah sambandhah sa ca aupadhikajfianadvitiyah - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 


574 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 
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This can be translated as: 

"(the anaupadhika relation with sadhya) is dependent on the knowledge of 
aupadhika... because of the absence of anugama. If it is said that because visesa 
laksana is being desired to be stated, the lack of anugama is not a fault, (I reply) not 
(so), because due to the absence of samanya laksana, the desire to state viSesa laksana 
is not possible." 

The manuscript of the text does not have the viramacihna after 'vivaksyatvat'. 
The viramacihna seems to appear in the manuscript before 'yavantah 
sadhyavyapakah..'. 

The sentence after ‘ananugamat’ is a reply by the opponent, who wants to 
counter the fault of ananugama which Anandajfiana has pointed out. Ananugama is a 
fault of laksana, but there is no mention of any laksana. The text has the word 
‘ananugamat’ after ‘aupadhikajfianadvitiyah’, which is again related to the 
‘anaupadhikah sambandhah’. It seems that before ‘ananugamat’ and after 
‘aupadhikajfianadvitiyah’ some text is missing, where Anandajfiana may have refuted 
the samanyalaksana of upadhi or a component of upadhi or something related to it, 
because he does refute ‘ananugatih adtisanam’ with ‘samanyalaksanabhave’. 

Pratyaksvaripa in his commentary Nayanaprasadini on Citsukha’s 
Tattvapradipika, presents an argument which seems to provide an idea of what this 
missing portion may have been. Following is Pratyaksvartipa’s argument: 

"kimca sadhyasadhanasabdabhyamavisesena sadhyasadhanavivaksa tadvisesavivaksa 
va nadyah sadhanasyapi yatkimcitprati sadhyataya tadvyapakatve 
sadhanavyapakatvavyakopat tatha sadhyasyapi yatkimcitprati sadhanataya 


tadavyapakataya sadhyavyapakatvavyakopat / napi dvitiyah tatha sati 
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dhimavattvavyapako’ gnimattvavyapaka upadhirityuktam syat tatha ca 
nanugatalaksanasiddhih / na ca visesalaksanatvadadosah samanyalaksanasiddhau 
tadasiddheh /"575 

It is to be noted that Pratyaksvariipa begins his argument on the basis of 
vivaksa (intended meaning), which is a point of similarity between his and 
Anandajfiana’s argument, where the latter also argues on the basis of vivaksa.576 
Pratyaksvariipa’s statement ‘na ca visesalaksanatvadadosah’ looks similar to 
‘visesalaksanasya vivaksyatvat ananugatih adisanam iti cet’. His last statement also 
has substantial similarity with that of Anandajfiana. The following statements of both 
Pratyaksvartipa and Anandajfiana also show similarity. 
¢ paksanisthatyantabhavapratiyogitvam tallaksanam iti cet - Anandajfiana 
* na catyantabhavapratiyogitvam samanyalaksanam - Pratyaksvaripa 

The statement of Anandajfiana is a rejoinder by the opponent who wants to 
give the samanyalaksana. Keeping in view the similarities, it seems that between the 
word ‘aupadhikajfanadvitiyah’ and ‘ananugamat’, there may have been a discussion 
on the meaning and ‘vivaksa’ of the words sadhana and sadhya. Unfortunately, this 
portion of the manuscript is abundant with errors. The errors range from spelling 
mistakes to the hidden as well as clearly missing portions. 

The following portion in the manuscript is an example of a missing portion. 
The scribe seems to have left substantial spaces between words, which may have 
resulted due to his lack of comprehension of the manuscript which he was referring 


to. This lack of comprehension may also have been because the said folio of the 


575 TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 598 


576 samanyalaksanabhave tallaksanavivaksayogat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 
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model manuscript may have withered a lot. Keeping in view the other portions of the 


present available manuscript, it seems that the model manuscript was substantially 


old. 


In the second para, beginning with ‘yattu sadhyavyapakatvasya’, after the 


sentence ‘sadhyavyapakatvasya sadhyavannisthatyantabhavapratiyogitvena’, T. M. 


Tripathi first reconstructed the following text in one way, but then in the errata, 


cancelled the reconstruction and put a similar part of Anandajfiana’s commentary 


Padarthatattvanirnayavivarana on Padarthatattvanirnaya.>’” Following are the two 


versions: 


Without input from errata - yattu sadhayavyapakasya 
sadhyavannisthatyantabhavapratiyogitvena nirukteh sadhanavyapa(kasya 
sadhanaavannisthatyantabhavapratiyogitvena nirukteh sadhya)vyapakasya 
upake(dheh?) siddhi(h) vyaptyadhina iti abhyupagamat - iti, tat na; yadi 
avyabhicarasiddhinibandhana upadhisiddhih, tarhi sadhanasya sadhyena 


avyabhicara(t upadhisiddhau) vyaptisiddhih iti upadhiniripanavaiyarthyat / 


With input from errata - yattu sadhayavyapakasya 
sadhyavannisthatyantabhavapratiyogitvena nirvacat utpattijfiiaptipratibandhena asya 
adosatvat sadhyena avyabhicarasiddhinibandhana sadhanavyapakasyopadheh 
siddhirna vyaptyadhina - iti, tat, na; yadi avyabhicarasiddhinibandhana 
upadhisiddhih, tarhi sadhanasya sadhyena avyabhicarasiddhinibandhanaiva 


vyaptisiddhih iti upadhiniripanavatyarthyat / 


577 TS, Errata, p. 8. 
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Keeping in view the previous mention of the missing portion, which may have 
been regarding a discussion of the meaning and vivaksa of sadhana and sadhya, the 
portion beginning with ‘yattu’, makes sense without the input from errata, because it 
is a rejoinder from the opponent regarding the meanings of sadhanavyapakatva and 
sadhyavyapakatva, because the immediately preceding argument was based on 
sadhanavyapakatva and sadhyavyapakatva, and so forth.578 It does not seem to make 
sense that the original text contained a rejoinder with the meaning of only 
sadhyavyapakatva and not sadhanavyapakatva, because the reply to this also contains 
both sadhana and sadhya. The word before the first parenthesis ‘sadhanavyapa’ 
clearly indicates that the ‘nirukti’ of sadhanavyapakatva may as well have been a part 
of the original text. It is also to be noted that the suggested text mentioned in errata 
has the word ‘nirvacat’ instead of ‘nirukteh’ and removing the vibhakti from the 
former, we get the word ‘nirvaca’, which is itself erroneous. The word should either 
be ‘nirvacana’ or ‘nirukti’. As has been mentioned previously, in this part of the text, 
the scribe of the available manuscript seems to have left spaces in between words.579 

Hence, the text without the input from errata, simply states that on the basis of 
the said nirukti-s of sadhyavyapaka and sadhanavyapaka, the sadhyavyapaka upadhi 


is established on the basis of vyapti. As per Pratyaksvartipa, the aforesaid meanings 


578 yavantah sadhyavyapakah te sarve sadhanavyapakah yavanto va sadhanavyapakah te sarve 
sadhyavyapakah iti niripantya tatsiddhih iti cet na tatha sati kvapi tadabhavaprasangat 
sadhyavyapakatve sadhanavyapakatvat tadavyapakatve ca sadhyavyapakatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
92 

Here the text reads 'sadhyavyapakatve sadhanavyapakatvabhavat', which seems to be 
'sadhyavyapakatve sadhanavyapakatvat'. 


579 yattusadhyavyapakasyasadhyavannistatyamtabhavapratiyogitvenaniruktessadhanavyapa 
1 | vyapakasyopakesiddhivyaptyadhinatyabhyupagamaditi... - Folio number 19, backside, lines 
13-14 of the manuscript. 
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are attributed to Sivadityamiéra.580 To this Anandajfiana replies that if upadhi is 
established on the basis of avyabhicara sambhandha, then vyapti also is established on 
the basis of avyabhicara sambandha, leading to the uselessness of stating upadhi.5*! 

The presence of avyabhicara sambandha between sadhana and sadhya points 
to vyapti between them, while the absence of avyabhicara sambandha points to 
upadhi. In this sense, both upadhi and vyapti are established on the basis of one 
concept, that is avyabhicara sambandha. Hence, stating upadhi to establish vyapti 
through its absence (nirupadhika sambandha), seems to have no substantial effect. 

The next rejoinder by the opponent is that if upadhi is not explained or stated, 
then the sopadhika (that which has an upadhi) would also become a hetu.>82 To this, 
Anandajfiana replies with a nyaya (maxim) which also has scribal mistakes.5*3 The 
first half of it seems to be in the anustup meter. The second half does not follow the 
meter. It seems to be a verse similar to the one found quoted in Madhava's 
Mitabhasini tika on Sivaditya's Saptapadarthi.584 From the said nyaya, Anandajiiana 
says that upadhi is stated in order to state avyabhicara.*85 He adds that the said upadhi 


is avyabhicaravan (having no vyabhicara) with the sadhya, which means that it does 


580 yattvatra Sivadityamisrena pariharo'bhimatah parasparasrayasya tatrapyuktam disanamatidisati - TP 
(Dvittya Pariccheda), p. 597 


581 yadi avyabhicarasiddhinibandhana upadhisiddhih tarhi sadhanasya sadhyena 
avyabhicarasiddhinibandhanaiva vyaptisiddhih iti upadhiniripanavaiyarthyat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 


582 ypadheraniripane sopadhikasyapi hetutvapatah iti cet - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 
The text reads ‘hetvapatah’ seems to be ‘hetutvapatah’. This text is based on the errata in TS. 
583 vyabhicaro na yat kurvannupadhikanirdosatam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 


584 vyabhicaronnayam kurvannupadhiryati dosatam/ 
etadeva hi sarvesamupadhinam parayanam// - SP, p. 76 


585 iti nyayena avyabhicarartham upadhih nirtpaniyah - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 
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not violate the sadhya or has direct relation with it. Hence, if avyabhicaritvam is 


svabhavikatvam, it has been refuted.586 


Briefly, the refutation of vyapti and/or avinabhava is this : 


1. Avinabhava cannot be between jati-s (dhtimatva & vahnitva) because the substrata 


of both (dhtima & vahni) are different. 


i. 


il. 


ill. 


iv. 


Avinabhava cannot be between two vyakti-s (dhtima & vahni) because there 
cannot be anugama between one couple of vyakti-s. 

Avinabhava cannot be between upadhi-s (dhtimavattva & vahnimattva) 
because the substrata of both are different. 

Avinabhava cannot be between two vyakti-s attached with jati or upadhi 
because there cannot be anugama between one couple of vyakti-s. 

If anugama in the two vyakti-s comes from either jati or upadhi, any 
individual dhima would become connected with any individual vahni, which 
would lead to knowledge of all vahni vyakti-s which possess vahnitva jati or 
are connected to vahnimattva upadhi. 

Similarly, if someone connects jfieyatva and pratyaksatva, all things being 


jheya, they would become pratyaksa, leading to a person becoming sarvajfia. 


2. If vyapti is svabhavika or nirupadhika relation, then what is upadhi? 


i 


Upadhi is that which pervades the sadhya but not the sadhana, hence its 
relation with sadhya is anaupadhika, to define which we would need the 


knowledge of upadhi. 


586 tadarthyena avyabhicaritvam svabhavikatvam iti pratyuktam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 
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ii. If upadhi not pervading the sadhana is defined as 'being the pratiyogin of the 
atyantabhava residing in the paksa', it applies to vipaksatva also, where 
sadhya and sadhana are both absent. 

iii. If upadhi is established by this; 'whatever pervades the sadhya, pervades the 
sadhana, or whatever does not pervade the sadhana, does not pervade the 
sadhya', then upadhi cannot be established anywhere, because whatever 
pervades the sadhya pervades the sadhana, and whatever doesn't pervade the 
sadhana, won't pervade the sadhya, leaving no room for upadhi which 
pervades only sadhya.587 

iv. If it is on the basis of the idea of avyabhicara that upadhi is conceptualised, 
the same could be about vyapti which is based on avyabhicara between 
sadhya and sadhana. 

Bhasarvajiia in his Nyayasara states the vyapti between jati-s.588 Sridhara in 
his Nyayakandali also presents the view of vyapti between vyakti-s which possess 
jati-s.589 The issue of avinabhava between two jati-s and vyakti-s can also be found in 
Vyomavati of Vyomasiva, where he provides a solution in which there is avinabhava 


between two vyakti-s which possess samanya or jati.599 This has been considered by 


587 yavantah sadhyavyapakah te sarve sadhanavyapakah yavanto va sadhanavyapakah te sarve 
sadhyavyapakah iti niripantya tatsiddhih iti cet na tatha sati kvapi tadabhavaprasangat 
sadhyavyapakatve sadhanavyapakatvat tadavyapakatve ca sadhyavyapakatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
92 


The text reads 'sadhyavyapakatve sadhanavyapakatvabhavat', which most likely seems to be 
'sadhyavyapakatve sadhanavyapakatvat'. 


588 sadhyasamanyena sadhanasamanyasya vyaptiranvayah/ sadhanasamanyabhavena 
sadhyasamanyabhavasya vyaptirvyatirekah / - NSB (Pariccheda 2), p. 229 

589 na hi visesanistham vyaptigrahanamacaksmahe visesahanya samanyena vyaptigrahane tu 
sarvatraiva nirvisankah pratyayah tasya sarvatraikartipatvat/ kim vyaktayo vyaptavapravista eva ko vai 
brite na pravista iti kim tu samanyartipataya na viSesartipena - NK (Gunagrantha, Anumananiripana), 
p. 210 


590 samanyavatoravinabhavagrahanabhyupagamat - VYV, Part 2 (Gunavaidharmyaprakarana), p. 155 
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Anandajfiana and he refutes them on the basis that there would still be the absence of 
anugama. This argument comes from the argument against avinabhava between two 
vyakti-s. 

The fault in the idea of avinabhava between two jati-s also seems to play a role 
in the refutation of the avinabhava which is between two vyakti-s which possess jati-s. 
Jati or samanya is necessary because without it, there cannot be anugama. But 
Anandajfiana has pointed out a problem with it, which is that any individual dhiima 
would become vyapta (pervaded) by any individual vahni. The reason is that vahnitva 
is present in all individual vahni-s and dhiimatva is present in all individual dhima-s. 
In that case, even the vahnitva residing in the vahni, which is present in a hot iron 
ball, would become vyapaka (pervader) of the dhiimatva residing in the dhtima of the 
hill. It can be seen that there is lack of specificity regarding the inference of 
something at one particular place, when it is based on jati. But if jati is removed from 
the system, there is no anugama which could make it a formula-like idea, applicable 
to all similar instances. 

Also, one may take into consideration the vyapti between jneyatva and 
pratyaksatva. As jieyatva is accepted by the Vaisesika to be present in all the 
padartha-s and as some of them would be pratyaksa, remembering the vyapti between 
both, would lead to the knowledge of all of them. A similar idea is also found in 
Khandanakhandakhadya and Tattvapradipika during the refutation of vyapti.>?! 

Next, Anandajfiana counters the laksana of vyapti based on its not being 


upadhi. The crux of the whole discussion is that both upadhi and vyapti are based on 


591 samanyalaksanaya pratyasattya vyaptigrahanakale sarvatajjatiyavyaktigrahane 
prameyatvadivyaptingrhnatah sarvajiaprasangat - KKK (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 345 
prameyatvabhidheyatvayorvyaptim grhnatah sarvajfatvaprasangat - TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 588 
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the concept of avyabhicara, where vyabhicara is about not being in relation with the 
sadhana. Upadhi is defined in a way which presupposes the idea of vyapti, that is the 
avyabhicarin sambandha between sadhya and sadhana. Because such avyabhicarin 
sambandha is what vyapti is, one could say that the concept of upadhi is based on that 
of vyapti, in which case defining vyapti on the basis of upadhi would need the 
knowledge of vyapti even before vyapti is known. 

Bhasarvajiia's aforementioned conception of vyapti between samanya-s or jati- 
s is countered by Anandajfiana by stating that if the vyapti is between samanya-s, 
which include all vyakti-s related to them, it does not follow that there can be vyapti 
between vyakti-s.592 As per this argument the anumana would in fact be of vahni 
samanya (vahnitva) from dhtma samanya (dhtimatva) and not of vahni vyakti, 
because in case of anumana of vahni samanya on the hill, Anandajfiana says that it 
would imply that all vahni vyakti-s are on the hill, which is clearly not the case.593 
Here he says that vyapti has been refuted.594 This rules out the necessity of any further 
refutation of the other individual components of anumana, because it is only on the 


basis of vyapti that anumana can be put to use. 


3.1.3 Avidya 
The concept of avidya is important for Vaisesika darsana because it is on the 
basis of this that they can define the concept of vidya which is, the opposite of avidya. 


In the concept of avidya, the central ideas are that of yatharthatva (being in 


592 tatrapi samanyopadhau eva vyaptau dhimavyaktim drstva parvate kuto vahnivyakteh anumanam - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 93 


593 na khalu nikhilamapi vahnivastu parvatanistham atisthate tadvyaktereva tatra vyaktatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 93 


594 vyapteh adhastadeva pratyuktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 93 
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accordance with an artha) and badha (invalidity). Anandajfiana addresses these two 
concepts during the refutations of avidya, viparyaya and mentions them during the 
refutation of vidya. 

Laksana-s of avidya which Anandajiiana takes up are: 

i. ayathartha jfapti. 
ii. badhyartha jfapti. 

Laksana of avidya as ayathartha jfiapti (knowledge which is not in accordance 
with artha) is refuted by Anandajfiana by saying that each and every jfiapti is based on 
some artha.5% If it is defined as badhyartha jiapti (knowledge in which the artha is 
rendered invalid), then if badha or invalidity of the artha is based on pratiti 
(knowledge), it would not even apply to viparyaya and so forth, because in the case of 
viparyaya and so forth, badha is not established by pratiti, and if badha is based on 
pramana, then even the so called valid knowledges would also become 
badhyarthajfapti-s.5°° The aforesaid pramana is the upanisadvakya like "neha 
nana'sti" (there is no multiplicity here).597 Furthermore, avidya cannot be jiapti 
because it is removed by jfiapti.598 To say that asamyak jiapti (valid knowledge) is 
removed by samyak jfapti (invalid knowledge) is wrong on account of parasparasraya 


fault.599 It seems that the fault is that to establish samyak jfapti one would need prior 


595 ayatharthajfiaptih iti cet na vyaghatat jfaptimatrasya yatkificidarthanurodhitvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), 
p. 78 


596 badhyartha jfiaptih tatha iti cet na viparyayadau api pratititah arthabadhasya asiddhatvat manatah 
tadbadhasya stambhadyupalambhe'pi tulyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


597 upalabhyate hi neha nana'sti ityadina stambhakumbhadyupalambhasyapi badhyarthatvam - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


598 na ca avidyayah jiiaptitvam yuktam tannivartyatvat asamyagjfiapteh- TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


599 samyagjfiaptya nivartyatvam aviruddham iti cet na parasparasrayaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
78 
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knowledge of asamyak jfiapti and vice versa. Anandajfiana also says that such 
removal can be done only by a virodhin guna (opposite guna or guna of a different 
type), where he gives an example of previous sukha and so forth, being removed by 
the next jana and so forth.°° If both are jfiapti or buddhi, that is the guna of atman as 
accepted by the Vaisesika-s, then one type of it cannot remove the other. 

After this, Anandajfiana takes up the issue of ayatharthatva during the 
refutation of viparyaya, a form of avidya. Following is its refutation. 

The laksana of viparyaya (erroneous knowledge) as that which is ayathartha 
(not in accordance with artha), niscayatmaka (certain) and jagrat jana (knowledge of 
the waking state), is countered by Anandajfiana by pointing out that the visesana 
'ayathartha’ is unestablished from the point of view of the idea of 
yathajfianajneyasatta.©! In the said idea, the existence of the jfieya (knowable) is in 
accordance with jfana. If sattva (existence) and badha (invalidity) happen in different 
places, then something which has been rendered invalid at a certain place, will have 
its existence somewhere else, which does not actually happen.®%°2 If there is no real 
existence, then that kind of an ayatharthatva cannot be spoken of, because in that 
moment, the badhyatva is established, while in any other moment, badhyatva is not 
niyata (fixed) and that kind of badha is suspected even in the kinds of knowledges 


other than viparyaya.°3 If it is said that calling viparyaya 'niscayatmaka' separates it 


609 buddhyantaravat tannivartyatve'pi buddhitvasiddhih iti cet na virodhigunatvasya tatra prayojakatvat 
uttarena jhanadina pirvasya sukhadeh api nivrttyabhupagamat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


601 na tavat ayathartham niscayatmakam jagrajjfianam viparyayah iti yuktam 
yathajnanajiieyasattapakse viSesanasya asiddhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 80 


602 sattvabadhayoh bhinnadeSatve ca kvacidbadhitasya anyatra sattvaprapakabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 
2), p. 80 


603 vastavasattvabhavena va vyaghate tathavidham ayatharthatvam parena vaktum ayuktam 


badhanuvadaprasangat tatkale ca badhyatvasya siddhatvat kalantare tadbhavasya aniyatatvat 
tathavidhasya badhasya aviparyase'pi Sankitatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 80 
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from samSaya (doubt), then there is the fault of parasparasraya because to establish 
samsaya, which is of the form of anirdharana (indeterminacy), is dependent on 
viparyaya which is of the form of nirdharana (determinacy).4 The visesana 'jagrat 
jiana' is wrong because svapna also can be included in viparyaya, hence it does not 
exclude it from viparyaya.5 

If it is defined as 'that in not-that', then if by the pronoun 'that' samanya is 
denoted, the laksana would become asambhavin, because not all aropa-s 
(superimpositions) happen in all adhisthana-s (substrata) and if by 'that' visesa is 
denoted, then there would be an absence of vyapti.©%° To say that it is like the 
knowledge where non-silver looks silver, would lead to the lack of anugama in all 
viparyaya-s.07 

Anandajfiana says that to define it as a knowledge where something is known 
as something else in some other place, is wrong because the nirtpakabuddhi 
(knowledge of dharmin/pratiyogin) and bhedabuddhi (knowledge of bheda/ 
anyonyabhava) are dependent on each other, which he has refuted previously.®8 Also, 


such a laksana would include the knowledge of a pot covered with cloth, where the 


604 na ca niscayatmakamiti samSayavyavartakam visesanam ucitam samsayasya anirdharanatmano 
nirdharanaparaparyayaniscayasiddhyadhinasiddhitaya parasparasrayaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
80 


605 na ca jagrajjfianamiti visesanam yuktam svapnasyapi viparyasantarbhavasya vaksyamanataya 
tadvyavrttyayogat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 80 


606 atasmin tat iti pratyayo viparyayah iti cet na sarvanamna samanyanirdese laksanasya asambhavitvat 
na hi sarvasmin adhisthane sarvam aropyate visesanirdese vyaptyabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 80 


607 na khalu arajatam rajatam iti pratha tatha/ iti pratha tatha iti katham na sarvaviparyayananugatih - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 80 
The text reads 'sarvaviparyayanugatih' which seems to be 'sarvaviparyayananugatih'. 


608 paratra paratmana pratitih tatha iti cet na niripakabuddheh bhedabuddhesca parasparasrayatvena 
purastadeva nirastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 81 

dharmipratiyogisiddhau bhedasiddheh tatsiddhau itarasiddheh itaretarasrayatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 
25 
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cloth is known as a pot. If it is said that it is about an 4ropya (superimposed) being 
known in that form on an adhisthana, which possesses atyantabhava (absence) of the 
said aropya, then it is wrong because the knowledge of aropya is dependent on aropa, 
which is the synonym of viparyaya, leading to parasparasraya fault.°!9 

To define it as a knowledge of another thing in the form of another thing, 
would lead to the knowledges of 'white cloth', 'blue lotus', and so forth to be 
categorised as viparyaya.®!! 

The laksana of it as mithyadhyavasaya (false ascertainment) is countered by 
Anandajfiana by examining the meaning of the word 'mithya’. If the meaning is 'asat 
artha' (nonexistent object), then it would be impossible to be applied to the case of the 
false knowledge of silver, which is direct.612 The badha could be explained by the 
difference of sat (existent entity), or it could be effected by having some other 
artha.°l3 If mithya means 'anirvacya artha' (inexplicable object), then the laksana 
would incur the fault of asambhavitva because the Vaisesika-s haven't established 


'anirvacya' in their thesis.°!4 If mithya means 'badhya artha' (invalid object), then the 


609 shate ca patapeksaya patatmani tadatmand pratiterapi tathatvena ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
81 

It is only with the said translation that it seems to make sense, because in the next rejoinder, the 
opponent specifies that it is about an aropya on an adhisthana and not a simple situation like the one 
mentioned. 


610 aropyatyantabhavavati tadripena bhanam abhimatam iti cet na dropyasya 
aropaparaparyayaviparyayanirupyasya tatsiddhyadhinataya parasparasrayaprasangatadavasthyat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 81 


611 etena anyasya anyatmana pratitih tatha iti nirakrtam Suklah pato nilam utpalam ityadipratiterapi 
viparyayatvapatat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 81 


612 mithyadhyavasayo viparyayah ityapi na/ ... tatha hi mithyasabdasya asadarthatvam ... na ddyah 
rajatadeh aparoksasya asattvabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 81 


613 badhasya sadvailaksanyena upapannatvat anyavisayatvena va tasya caritarthatvat - TS (Pariccheda 
2), p. 81 


614 anirvacyarthatvam ... na dvittyah parasya anirvacyaprasiddheh asambhavitvaprasangat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 81 
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problem lies with the difficulty in expressing badha in terms of being sudden or the 
badha which exists at all times, leading to the same fault.°!5 In the knowledge of false 
silver and so forth, there is no immediate and sudden badhya arthatva (being an 
invalid object), because in that moment, its badha (invalidity) is not known.®!6 Badha 
in another place and at another time is possible even in a valid knowledge of this point 
in time, hence it would lead to ativyapti in that also.!7 A badha, which could exist in 
some other point in time, place, and so forth, cannot be ascertained as nonexistent at 
this point in time.°!8 

If it is defined as the viniScaya (ascertainment) generated from dosa (error), 
then as per the Vaisesika paribhasa, there would be an ativyapti in svapna.®°!9 Dosa too 
being many on the basis of difference of substrata, if individual dosa-s are taken to be 
the cause of viparyaya, then even the knowledge of sukha and so forth, generated by 
raga and so forth, would be counted as viparyaya.®° If all the dosa-s are taken to be 
the cause of a viparyaya, then even the knowledge of yellow colour in a conch would 


not be categorised as viparyaya.®2! Also, samasta is synonym of samudaya, which 


615 badhyarthatvam va ... na trityah apatatah sarvatha badhasya durvacatvena uktadosatadavasthyat - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 81 


616 na hi rajatadipratitau apatato badhyarthatvam siddham asti tatkale tadbadhanadhigamat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 81 


617 desantare kalantare va badhyarthatvam sampratitanasamicinajfiane'pi sambhavitam iti katham 
ativyaptih na bhavet - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 81 


618 na hi kalantaradivartino badhasya idanim ayogyatvat abhavo nirdharayitum Sakyate - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 81 


619 na ca dosajanyo viniscayo viparyasah iti yuktam vaisesikaparibhasayam svapne ativyapteh - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 82 


620 dosasya ca asrayabhedena bhiyastvat ekaikasya taddhetutve ragadidvara 
samutpannasukhadidhiyo'pi viparyayatvaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 82 


621 samastasya taddhetutve ca pitaSankhadivibhramesu avyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 82 
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cannot be defined on the basis of inclusion or exclusion with respect to the 
samudayin-s.°22 

Analysis. The idea of vidya/prama is dependent on the idea of avidya/aprama. 
The reason is that to call a knowledge as true/valid, is dependent on the idea of a 
false/valid knowledge. This is indicated in the statement of Anandajfiana where he 
hints at parasparasraya fault between samyak jana and asamyak jfana.®3 Irrespective 
of the brevity of this statement, it has a far reaching impact on the conception of both 
vidya and avidya. 

The next point which is raised by Anandajfiana is that avidya cannot be called 
ayathartha jiapti because as a general rule, all kinds of knowledge are based on some 
or other artha. Even the knowledge of a snake in a rope, has the rope as its basis, 
accompanied with a little light and a lot of darkness. So if avidya is jiapti, it cannot 
be ayathartha. As has been said by KeSavamisra, all knowledge is based on an object, 
because mind cognises only that knowledge which is connected to an object.°4 

Next, Anandajfiana takes up to refute the laksana of adviya as badhyartha 
jiiapti. He divides the badha into two modes which is, based on pratiti, and based on 
pramana. If one takes the example of the knowledge of snake in a rope, the snake 
cannot be rendered invalid by the knowledge itself. So, it would lead even viparyaya 


to not being categorised as avidya. If one takes badha based on pramana, then as 


622 samastatvasya ca samudayaparaparyayasya samudayisu antarbhavanantarbhavabhyam 
durbhanatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 82 


623 samyagjfiaptya nivartyatvam aviruddham iti cet na parasparasrayaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
78 


624 sarvam jfianamarthaniripyamarthapratibaddhasyaiva tasya manasa niruipanat - TB 
(Prameyapadartha), p. 79 


157 


pramana can as well be the upanisadvakya of "neha nana'sti", it would lead to even 
the vidya accepted by the Vaisesika-s to be categorised as avidya. 

During the refutation of viparyaya, Anandajfiana takes up the supposed 
division between sattva and badha, where both would happen at different places. He 
refutes it by saying that a thing which has been invalidated at one place, cannot be 
said to exist at another. As a general rule, even if a thing is valid at this point of space 
or time, its validity in another point of space or time is still undecided, and hence 
doubtful. In this way, Anandajfiana investigates whether all vidya is based on artha-s 
which are always and at all places valid. Momentary validity is also available to the 
knowledges such as those of unreal silver, and so forth. So, neither on the basis of 
momentary validity, nor on the basis of permanent validity, one could define the artha 
of vidya, which would lead to the division between vidya and avidya as vague, further 
rendering the realist or physicalist thesis of VaisSesika and all such darSana-s as 
doubtful. The division of vidya and avidya is based on the externally real object. 
Advaita Vedanta intends to call all the external objective world as only apparently 


real. The pramana for this, as seen in this discussion, is Sruti. 


3.1.4 Vidya 

After refuting various other forms of avidya, Anandajfiana takes up the task to 
refute vidya. After briefly refuting the laksana of vidya, he briefly refutes the basic 
laksana of pramana. Despite its brevity, this portion holds a lot of importance for 
Vaisesika darsana. The complete system of the Vaisesika pramana-s depends on its 
concept of vidya. So any damage to their concept of vidya, will lead to a consequent 


damage to that system. 
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The laksana of vidya which Anandajfiana takes up is 'yatharthajfiapti'. 

As per Anandajfiana, defining vidya as yatharthajfiapti is, wrong because the 
visesana 'yathartha' is superfluous, as it does not lead to the exclusion of avidya, 
because avidya has been refuted to be a jfapti.°25 If 'yathartha' means 
'arthanusarin' (that which follows the artha), then as abadhyarthatva has been refuted, 
and as viparyasa (viparyaya) and so forth are based on some artha, it leads to ativyapti 
in viparyasa.°2° The absence of badha in the artha of vidya cannot be said to be on the 
basis of pratiti, because such an absence is even present in viparyasa and so forth, and 
the absence of badha of the artha, being always and at all places, cannot be known.°27 
Also, the division of vidya into two distinct categories, which are pramana and smrti 
is not reasonable, because smrti can be included in pramana.®8 The reason for this 
inclusion is that even smrti gives knowledge of a bhita artha (past known object) just 
like an ajiata artha (unknown object).°29 Smrti being the grahin (that which causes 
knowledge) of the grhita (known) alone, is established even via its causing the 


knowledge of that artha alone, which is ajfiata.©30 


625 yatharthajfiaptih vidya iti ayuktam ... na hi yatharthetivisesanam avidyavyavacchedartham arthavat 
iti yujyate avidyayah jnaptitvasya pratyudastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 84 


626 arthanusaritvasya ca yatharthasabdarthatve viparyasadau ativyapteh abadhyarthatvasya 
pratyuktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 84 


627 na hi pratibhasatah sarvatha va badhavidhurarthatvam jfiapteh yujyate 
pratitibadharahitarthavattvasya viparyasadau api sattvat sarvathabadhavidhurarthatvasya sarvatrapi 
durjnanatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 84 

Here the book reads 'pratitabadharahitartha..', which should be 'pratitibadharahitartha..'. 


628 na ca pramanasmrtidvairasyam vidyayam upapadyate smrterapi pramane antarbhavasambhavat - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 84 


629 ajfatarthajiapakatvavisesat bhitarthasya ajfiatarthasya iva taya jfiapanat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 84 


630 srhitamatragrahitvam tu tasyah tanmatrasya ajfiatasyaiva jfiapane'pi sidhyati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
84 
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After this Anandajfiana takes up the refutation of pramana. Following is the 
refutation. 

To define pramana as the sadhana of prama is not right because prama itself 
cannot be defined.®3! Prama is not anubhiti, because it has been refuted, and there is 
ativyapti in smrti.°32 To define anubhiti via yatharthatva or abadhyatva would lead to 
the same fault as shown previously.°33 To define it through samyaktva would be 
similar and it is yet to be stated.©4 To define it as the non-substratum of smrtitva 
suffers from itaretarasraya fault.°35 In this manner, the other laksana-s of prama which 
are, abadhyartha anubhava, yathartha anubhava and samyak anubhava are refuted.®36 

If the word 'sadhana' in 'pramasadhana' means k€arana, then there is ativyapti in 
kala and so forth, and if it means karana, then it is to be investigated.°37 If there is 
need for another karaka (cause of action), then the karana cannot be said to be 


sadhakatama (the most important cause) and if it does not depend on another karaka, 


631 na ca pramasadhanam pramanam iti yuktam pramayah durvacatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 84 

632 anubhitih sa iti cet na tattvasya nirastatvat smrtau ca ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 84 
Refutation of anubhiti is not found in the available text. Or it may be the case that the word 'nirastatvat' 
is actually 'nirasyatvat', because after this, anubhiti is refuted. 


633 yatharthatvena abadhyatvena va tattvasya nirvacane'pi darsitadosavisesat - TS (Pariccheda 2), pp. 
84-85 


634 samyaktvena tanniruktau api tulyatvat tasya ca vaktavyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 85 


635 smrtitvanadhikaranam jfianam anubhitih ityabhyupagamiat na ativyaptih iti cet ... smrtesca 
anubhititvanadhikaranajianatvena itaretarasrayat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 85 


636 etena abadhyarthanubhavah yatharthanubhavah samyaganubhavo va prama iti laksanani 
pratyuktani - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 85 


637 sadhanasabdena ca karanagrahane kaladau ativyapteh karanagrahane tasyaiva vivecantyatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 85 
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then calling it sidhakatama is useless.©8 Also, a karana which is not dependent on the 
kartr (agent of action) and so forth, is not seen to cause kriya by itself.%39 

If pramana is defined as that which causes the knowledge of an ajfata artha 
(unknown object), there is ativyapti in smrti.4° 

Analysis. Anandajfiana has mainly used the arguments advanced by him 
during the refutation of avidya. He says that prama or vidya cannot be defined on the 
basis of yatharthatva or abadhyarthatva. Very briefly he has attempted to show how 
smrti also acts like pramana in giving knowledge of something unknown. In a first 
look, it does not seem to make sense. But going down to the basics, it seems that 
Anandajfiana is pointing out that before smrti of an artha happens, the said artha is 
unknown, for if it were known, there would be no need for smrti. In the moments 
before that smrti, it is unknown, even if it were known at some point of time in the 
past. In this way smrti too gives knowledge of an unknown artha. This line of 
argument can be extended in Anandajfiana's own style of refuting by extremes. If the 
opponent replies that by 'unknown' is meant being unknown for the first time, it could 
be replied that to know for sure if something was unknown for the first time or second 
time, is impossible, for there is room for doubt. In case of someone who knew 
something through prama before, but lost their memory, the knowledge of that thing 
after that point of time wouldn't be called neither prama and nor smrti, in which case a 
third category of vidya would be needed. If the opponent says that in the case of 


prama, its artha has never been known in any respect prior to that prama, then 


638 karakantarapeksayam sadhakatamatvasya dussadhatvat tadanapeksayam tadvaiyarthyat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 85 


639 kartradyanapeksasya karanasya kriyasadhakatvanupalambhat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 85 


640 ajfiatarthajiapakam pramanam smrtau ativyaptih uktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 85 
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savikalpaka couldn't be categorised as prama, because prior to that, some aspect of the 
artha is known through nirvikalpaka. 

In this manner, Anandajfiana's argument can be extended. To call anubhiti as 
the knowledge which is not a substratum of smrtitva, suffers from itaretarasraya fault 
because this would depend on the knowledge of smrti, which would then be defined 
as that knowledge which is not a substratum of anubhititva. 

Next Anandajfiana analyses the word 'sadhana' in 'pramasadhana'. To take 
sadhana as karana would lead to ativyapti in kala and so forth, which are known to be 
karana-s as well. If it is taken to be karana, it would require some investigation, 
because if there is a need for other karaka-s, then it could not be defined as 
'sadhakatama' (most importance cause) and if there is no need for them, there would 
be no need for the calling it 'sidhakatama' because the use of superlative is done 
through a comparison of things in the same category. Also, a karana which does not 
depend on kartr and so forth, is not seen as producing action, and hence to state such a 
karana would need to be be backed by proof. 

This is followed by the refutation of laksana-s of pratyaksa and its types 
(savikalpaka and nirvikalpaka). Upto this point, it can be said that by refuting avidya 
and vidya as conceptualised by Vaisesika darsana and by refuting the laksana of 
pramana, there seems to be no need to refute the laksana-s of pratyaksa and of its 


types separately. 
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3.2 Secondary Refutations 

3.2.1 Ripa 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 

1. Based on rupa being the substratum of riipatva jati. 

2. Based on its being a substratum of ripatva. 

3. Based on its being perceptible through caksus alone, while being a visesaguna. 
4. Based on anumanaprayoga-s. 

Analysis. To refute 1, Anandajfiana gives the option of rapa being defined 
through upadhi.®! Although he has refuted visesaguna during the refutation of guna, 
here he defines ripa through its being a visesaguna.%42 Then goes on to justify why 
this option is worthy.°43 Here he is supporting the idea of visesagunatva and through 
that he is supporting the idea of previously refuted gunatva. 

In 2, Anandajfiana says that because ripatva resides in rupa alone, defining 
rapa through rupatva incurs the faults of itaretarasraya, and so forth.4 In 3, he points 
out the specification ‘viSesagunatva’ as a fault and suggests that it has been refuted.°45 


He also points out avyapti in the ripa of dvyanuka and so forth.%46 Although the 


641 vigesagunatve sati caksurmatragrahyatvopadhina ripasamjfiapravrttau tajjatikalpananavakasat na 
tadadhikaranam rupalaksanam upapadyate - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 58 


642 ato na visesagunatvam samanyagunatvam va jatih asti saviSesanasya gunatvasyaiva 
vyapadisyamanatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 57 


643 aupadhikasya upadhyadhigatipirvakadhigatatve’pi prakrte Svetapitadau pratipanne kathamiha 
rupasamjna iti jijiasayam ... - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 58 


644 taddhi ripamatravrttiti tadgunadhinagrahanatvat itaretarasrayatvadi avahet - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
58 


645 visesagunatve sati caksusaiva grahyam riipam iti cet na visesagunatvavisesanasya ksarikrtatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 58 

The text reads 'visesagunatvavisesanena ksartkrtatvat', which should rather be 
'viSesagunatvavisesanasya ksartkrtatvat'. 


646 dvyanukadiriipe ca tava avyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 58 
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avyapti is correctly pointed out, he brings in the dvyanuka and so forth, which he 
himself had refuted much earlier, due to which he appeals to their existence. 

In 4, out of the four anumanaprayoga-s, three have a mention of guna, 
gunatva, viSesaguna and visesagunatva, either in sadhya or in hetu.647 Anandajfiana 
does not refute them on the basis of the immediately preceeding refutation, and he 
does not reiterate that these have been refuted. In a counter-anumanaprayoga to refute 
one of the anumanaprayoga-s, Anandajfiana uses ‘viSesagunatva’ in his hetu.648 In one 
anuméanaprayoga, there is anu in the hetu and although he has claimed to have refuted 
it during the refutation of prthivi, he does not reiterate its being already refuted.°*? As 
he recalls the previous refutation of bhavatva, he could have done the same in the 


cases of guna as well as of anu.®0 


3.2.2 Rasa 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 

1. Being the substratum of rasatva. 

2. Being perceptible through rasana, while being a guna. 


3. Based on the connection between rasana and rasa. 


647 vimatam karyam prthivivisesagunatvat ghatartipavat, 

vimatam agnisangasamavayikaranavisesagunavat parthivanutvat jalanuvat, 

vimatam ghatotpatteranantaram jayate ghatagunatvat ghatapatasamyogavat, 

vimatam samanajatiyasamavayikaranakam karyagatavisesagunatvat patagatasauklyavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 59 


648 To refute 'vimatam karyam prthivivisesagunatvat ghatavat', he says 'vimatam karyam 
jaladivisesagunatvat kipadiripavat' - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 59 


649 vimatam agnisangasamavayikaranavisesagunavat parthivanutvat jalanuvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
59 


650 bhavatvasya ca prageva pratyuktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 59 
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Analysis. In 1, instead of refuting it through the parasparasraya fault, 
Anandajfiana refutes it through the laksana of rasatva, which includes gunatva as a 
component, which is refuted by him by reiterating its refutation.®>! Even then he 
considers the point of it being a jati.®? If he has earlier refuted satta, the point of jati 
can be straightaway refuted.%3 

In 2, Anandajfiana refutes the laksana by saying that as gunatva has been 
refuted, in the absence of the specifier, the specified laksana cannot stand as valid.%*4 
After this, in 3, he goes on to discuss the connection between rasana indriya and rasa. 
When the laksana-s of rasa have been refuted, how reasonable is it to discuss the 
connection between rasa and rasana? Such a discussion assumes the existence of 
either one or both of them. He shows itaretarasraya fault in rasa and rasana.®>5 The 
reason for the fault is that rasana is established on the basis of rasa and in establishing 
rasa through a laksana based on rasana would require rasa to be known before it is 


known. 


651 ounatvanyiinavrttimadhuramadhuravrttivisesagunatvanyajatih iti cet na gunatvadinirasena 
tannirasaprasiddhitah - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 59 


652 na ca evamvidha jatih rasatvatirikta’sti - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 59 

653 sattaya gunatvasya ca nirakrtatvat yathoktajativyafijakamanabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 57 
654 ounatve sati rasanagrahyo rasah iti nirastam visesanasya nirakrtatvadeva visistalaksanapravrtteh 
anupapatteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 60 


The text reads 'rasanagrahyo' instead of 'rasanagrahyo'. 


655 siddhe rase tadgrahakam bahirindriyam rasanam nama sidhyati siddhe ca 
tasminvisistalaksanavastambhat tatsiddheh katham na itaretarasrayatvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 60 
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3.2.3 Gandha 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 

1. Being the substratum of gandhatva. 

2. Being knowable through ghrana while being a guna. 
3. Based on its anityatva. 

Analysis. In 1, Anandajfiana argues the same way as he did in rasa, which is 
that he takes up a laksana of gandhatva jati.©° But unlike in rasa, here he doesn't point 
out that he has already refuted gunatva. He merely says that it is not enough to 
establish gandha.7 

In 2, Anandajfiana states that gunatva has been refuted, due to which the 
laksana stands invalid.®58 Another fault he spots in this is parasparasraya, which can 
be there due to the fact that the gandha is being defined on the basis of being 
knowable only through ghrana indriya. Then he begins to discuss why gandha does 
not reside in prthivi alone.®9 Firstly he has refuted the fundamental existence of 
prthivi as a dravya, and secondly when the laksana-s of gandha have been refuted, 
there is no need to even consider it as existent in other dravya-s, also because dravya 


as a category has been refuted. 


656 taddhi gunatvanytinavrttisaurabhyavrttivisesagunatvanyasamanyam istam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
60 


657 tacca praguktanyayena na gandhavyavasthityai paryaptam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 60 


658 napi gunatve sati ghranagrahyatvam tallaksanam tatrapi visesananirakaranat itaretarasrayacca - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 60 


659 na ca ayam prthivimatravrttiriti yuktam dravyantare'pi tatsambhavabhidhanat pratitesca 
abadhitatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 60 
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Similarly in 3, Anandajfiana attempts to refute the anityatva of gandha and 
speaks in favour of its nityatva.°69 While doing so, he mentions parthiva paramanu-s 
in which gurutva resides as nitya, and says that similarly gandha also can reside in 
parthiva paramanu-s as nitya. This statement of his goes against one of the major 
refutations attempted by him, which is of paramanu. Also, having refuted guna, he 


suggests how a certain guna can be nitya like another guna. 


3.2.4 Sparsa 
This refutation can be divided into the following: 
1. Based on being a possessor of sparSatva. 
2. Based on being knowable through tvak indriya alone, while being a guna. 
3. Based on being present in four dravya-s starting from prthivi, while being a 
visesaguna. 
4. Based on being a pervader of ripa while being a viSesaguna. 
5. Based on pakaja process. 
Analysis. In 1, Anandajfiana repeats the same method which he has used in 
the previous refutations.°°! He does not find fault with 'visesaguna' mentioned in the 
laksana of sparsatva. In 2, he quotes the previous refutations.°2 In 3, he does not find 


fault with the mention of ‘four dravya-s beginning with prthivi’, but finds fault with 


660 na ca tasya sarvatra anityatvam parthivaparamanusu gurutvadivat tannityatve badhakanadhigamat - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 60 


661 taddhi ripavyapakavisesagunamatravrtti samanyam/ na ca tat niraste ripe visesagunavattvam 
sunirupam/ - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 61 


662 na ca gunatve sati tvagindriyamatragrahyatvam tallaksanam purvavadasyapi prativacanasambhavat 
- TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 61 
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its application on sthitisthapaka.°3 Having refuted the aforesaid dravya-s, not finding 
their mention as a fault and taking the longer route to refute them, renders this 
argumentation clearly superfluous. In 4, he doesn’t find fault in the specification of 
‘being a visSesaguna’.%+ Having attempted a refutation of the laksana-s of sparsa, he 
then considers its types, which is clearly superfluous. 

After this, Anandajfiana takes up a detailed discussion of pakaja process. The 
discussion of the validity or invalidity of the pakaja process presupposes some sort of 
the validity of the existence of dravya-s. Why? Because it is related to the perception 
of different ripa and other guna-s before and after the pakaja process is carried out on 
a dravya like ghata. Being based on the change of guna-s, Anandajfiana could have 
appealed to the previous refutations of guna, viSesaguna and the specific refutations of 
rapa, rasa, gandha and sparsa. He begins with the pailukapaka theory of paka process. 
In the three anumanaprayoga-s he refutes, anu, paramanu, ripa and so forth are 
mentioned, the laksana-s of which have been refuted by Anandajfiana.% But only in 
one of the anumanaprayoga-s does he find a fault with the mention of paramanu.®7 In 


another of these anumanaprayoga-s, he give a counter prayoga where he does not find 


663 na ca viSesagunatve sati ksityadicatustayanivistatvam tallaksanam sthitisthapakasyapi 
sparsavadvisesagunatvasambhave visesanavaiyarthyat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 61 


664 napi visesagunatve sati ripavyapakatvam tallaksanam sthitisthapake darsitativyapteh avisesat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 61 


665 na ca asya niyogatah traividhyam ... - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 61 


666 parthivaparamanurupadayo vinasinah prthivivisesagunatvat ghatariipavat, 

parthivaparamanusu rupadyutpadanasau naikapavakasamparkakaranakau rupadyutpadanasatvat 
syamadyutpadanasavat, 

parthivaparamanuh agnisamyogajaviSesagunavan nityatve sati anityaviSesagunavattvat atmavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 62 


667 na ca parthivaparamanuh agnisamyogajavisesagunavan nityatve sati anityavisesagunavattvat 


atmavat iti yuktam asrayasya hetuvisesanasya ca asiddhatvat drstantasya ca sadhanavikalatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 62 
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fault with paramanu and indirectly lends support to the idea of it.6°8 Then he brings up 
the case of pitharapaka theory of paka process and bases its refutation on the ‘existent 


dravya’, although he has refuted ‘dravya’ earlier. 


3.2.5 Sankhya 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 

1. Based on being the visaya (object) of the vyavahara of one, two, three, and so 
forth. 

2. Based on being the asadharanakarana of ganana. 

3. Based on ekatva being a jati. 

4. Based on nitya and anitya types. 

5. Based on the origination and destruction of dvitva. 

Analysis. In 1, Anandajfiana points out that if the words ‘ekam’, ‘dve’, ‘trini’ 
and so forth denote sankhya, then there is atmasraya fault and if they denote 
dravyasvariipa (the dravya itself), then it would go against the idea of a separate 
sankhya other than the dravya.®”9 It is to be noted that he has indirectly dealt with the 
issue of sankhya during the refutation of dvitva.°7! In the Padarthadharmasangraha 
and its commentaries, the origination of sankhya is explained with the production of 


dvitva via two ekatva-s and an apeksabuddhi (the buddhi which makes multiple 


668 salilaparamanurupadayo vinasinah salilavisesagunatvat kipadiriipavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 62 


669 sati dravye pirvaripadiparavrttya paracinartpadyutpatteh apramanikatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
63 


670 ekam dve trinityadivyavaharavisayah iti cet na/ ekadisabdaih sankhyoktau atmasrayatvat 
dravyasvaripoktau atiriktasankhyapalapaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 63 


671 tatha ca vastuvyatiriktaikatvabhavat tadapeksasya dvitvaderapi sattvanupapatteh sankhyayai 
jalanyjalih iti gunanam caturvimSatitvavyaghatah - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 2 
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ekatva-s as its visaya-s).°72 As Anandajfiana claims to have refuted dvitva, the 
refutation of sankhya should not require a very detailed discussion. But he does 
engage in a long discussion. The samavayikarana of sankhya is dravya, which he has 
already refuted.°73 In the absence of a samavayikarana, a guna cannot arise, because 
the effect and its samavayikarana have ayutasiddha relation, in which case the guna 
cannot exist independently from its substratum or asraya. The asamavayikarana of 
dvitva are two ekatva-s,°4 which are nitya and reside in the paramanu-s,°7> which 
Anandajfiana claims to have refuted during the refutation of prthivi. In this manner, 
the origination of tritva and so forth also, can be refuted. In the absence of paramanu- 
s, there would be absence of nitya ekatva-s, leading to the absence of the karyadravya- 
s and the anitya non-ekatva (dvi, tri, etc.) based on them. Instead, Anandajfiana takes 
up ideas regarding the nature of ekatva,°’ the nature of anekatva,°7’ the point of view 
of dharma and dharmin,®°78 and so forth. 

Then in 2, Anandajfiana attempts to refute a laksana of sankhya which is, 
being an asadharanakarana (unique cause) of ganana (counting).°7? To this he replies 


that ganana itself being yet unestablished, it would lead to the unestablishment of 


672 tasyah khalvekatvebhyo'nekavisayabuddhisahitebhyo nispattirapeksabuddhivinasad vinasa iti - 
PDS (Samkhyaprakarana), p. 74 


673 atra ca svasrayayoriti samavayikarananirdesah - VY V, Part 2 (Gunavaidharmyaprakarana), p. 33 
674 tatha ekatvabhyamityasamavayikaranasya - VYV, Part 2 (Gunavaidharmyaprakarana), p. 33 


675 tatraikadravyayah saliladiparamanurupadiamiva nityanityatvanispattayah - PDS 
(Samkhyaprakarana), p. 74 


676 nanu ekatvam ghatabhedah cet... - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 63 
677 yattu bhedasamuccayo’nekatvam ... - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 63 
678 tasya dharmatvena svaripapaksadosabhave’ pi... - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 63 


679 ganana'sadharanakaranam sankhya - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 64 
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sankhya as its unique cause.°8° He does not elaborate the point of the aforesaid 
absence of establishment of ganana. It could be because sankhya is itself under 
scrutiny, and to define it via its effect, which presupposes sankhya, is not enough to 
establish it. He takes up an anumanaprayoga, in which there is dvyanuka in the paksa, 
gunatva in the sadhya and hetu, and points out faults like asrayasiddhi in it.68! Paksa 
having dvyanuka, which has been refuted by him, invites the fault of aSrayasiddhi, the 
other faults could be related to the hetu (gunatva) and drstanta (ripatva) which have 
been refuted. The other prayoga which attempts to prove that the vyavahara of ekatva 
is connected with guna (or gunatva), is refuted by Anandajfiana by citing fault with 
the drstanta, which is the vyavahara of dvitva and so forth.®82 He says that he has 
already established that the vyavahara of dvitva and so forth, is not connected with 
guna.°83 This seems to be related with the refutation of the secondary knowledge of 
sankhya in the case of the phrases like ‘caturvimSatih gunah’ (‘twenty four guna-s’). 
Such phrases both feed on and support the idea that guna-s don't possess guna-s, and 
so he shows parasparasraya fault in them.®*4 

In 3, Anandajfiana refutes the idea of ekatva being a jati.85 He also repeats a 


part of his refutation of dvitva, where he states that dvitva and so forth cannot be a 


680 pananasyaiva tadasiddheh tadasadharanakaranatvasya ca asadharanyanirakaranadeva nirakrtatvat - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 64 


681 dvyanukaparimanadsamavayikaranam gunatvasaksadvyapyasadharanagunatvetarajatimat gunatvat 
rupavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 64 


682 yattu ekatvavyavaharo gunanubandhi gananavyavaharatvat dvitvadivyavaharavat iti tat na 
drstantasya sadhyavikalatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 64 


683 sadhitam hi dvitvavyavaharasya agunanibandhanatvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 64 


684 sunadeh nirgunatvasiddhau tatra sankhyabuddheh amukhyatvasiddhih tatsiddhau ca tasya 
nirgunatvasiddhantasiddhih iti parasparasrayat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 20 


685 na ca ekatvam jatih anugatavyavaharasya bhedabhavopadhikrtatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 64 
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jati.©8¢ In 4, he attempts to refute the nityatva of ekatva.°8” This too seems superfluous, 
because when the laksana-s of sankhya have been refuted, there is no need to discuss 
its types. He refutes the said idea by saying that because atman alone is nitya, and that 
there is an absence of ekatva sankhya in it.°88 The other option is that there would be 
tadatmya (unity) between ekatva sankhya and atman, in which case there could not be 
the karanagunaprakrama (the process where the karyaguna-s are produced from cause 
karanaguna-s), because utpatti and vinasa would happen simultaneously.°9 

In 5, Anandajfiana attempts to refute the process of the origination of dvitva. 
Again, when dvitva has already been refuted by him, what is the point of attempting 
to refute such a process? He refutes the said process by saying that it is not established 
among laypersons, whereas its being established among the scholars could as well be 
due to error, because there is absence of the pramana which could establish it.°°° This 
argument can be used in all such prakriya-s which are purely abstract. Anandajfiana 
seems to completely ignore the Vaisesika idea that non-ekatva sankhya has dravya as 
its samavayikarana and ekatva-s as its asamavayikarana.®! As said earlier, because he 


has claimed to refute the dravya-s, sankhya could’ve been refuted straightaway. It is 


686 na ca dvitvadijatih asti dviprthaktvadina samanatvat uktam caitat dvitvakhandanaprastave - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 64 


687 na ca nityagatam ekatvam nityam karyagatam karanaptrvakam asrayanasacca nasyati iti vacyam - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 64 


688 atmamatrasya nityatvat tatra ca ekatvasankhya'bhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 64 
689 tadatmye ca karanagunaprakramadeh ayogat sahaiva utpattivinasayoh anubhavananusaritvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 64 


The text reads 'anubhavanusaritvat' which seems to be 'anubhavananusaritvat'. 


690 na khalu yathoktayam prakriyayam asti laukiki prasiddhih/ pariksakaprasiddhistu pramanabhave 
bhrantimiilatvenapi bhavisyati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 65 


691 ekatve caikatvani caikatvani tebhyah/ anendsamavayikaranamuktam/ anekadravyetyanena prageva 
samavayikaranasya darsitatvat. - KA (Gunapadartha Sankhya), p. 126 
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clear that much of Anandajfiana’s discussion is not only superfluous, but also misses a 
basic yet important idea of the Vaisesika darsana related to sankhya. 

Raghunatha Siromani states in his Padarthatattvaniriipana that sankhya is not a 
guna, but a separate padartha because of the knowledge of sankhya in guna and so 
forth.©°2 He further says that such a knowledge is not invalid, because there is no 
badhaka (invalidator), and that because samavaya and ekarthasamavaya are two 
different sambandha-s, to say that the latter produces such a knowledge in guna-s and 
so forth, is not reasonable.°3 Another point he puts forward is that as there is the 
knowledge of ekatva in ghatatva and so forth on the basis of ekarthasamavaya, there 
would then be a case of the knowledge of 'two ghatatva-s' and so forth, based on the 
ekarthasamavaya with dvitva and so forth, but such cannot be the case of rtipatva and 
so forth (because there is no sankhya in rupa, if sankhya is a guna).°4 

Kaunda Bhatta (~17th century CE) in his Tarkapradipa accepts sankhya as a 
different padartha on the basis of experience of 'twenty four guna-s', ‘five karman-s', 
‘sixfold riipa’, 'twofold samanya'.°5 He further says that it is not experienced to be in 
the guna through parampara (the ekarthasamavaya relation) while it stays in the 
dravya.®© He adds that another solution regarding knowledge of sankhya in guna is to 


take that sankhya to be a specific apeksabuddhi, a solution which has been provided 


692 sankhya ca padarthantaram na tu gunah gunadisvapi tadvattvapratyayat - PTN (Sankhyavicara), p. 
151 


693 na casau bhramah badhakabhavat/ ekarthasamavayapratyasattya tathapratyaya iti cet na/ 
vilaksanabhyam samavayaikarthasamavayabhyamavilaksanayah tadvattapratiterayogat/ - PIN 
(Sankhyavicara), p. 151 


694 shatatvadau caikarthasamavayadekatvapratyayavat dvitvadyekarthasamavayat 
dvitvadipratyayaprasangah rupatvadau ca na tatsambhavah - PTN (Sankhyavicara), p. 151 


695 sankhya padarthantarameva caturvimSatirgunah karmani pafica ripam sadvidham/ simanyam 
dvidhetyanubhavat/ - TPK (Sankhyaniriipana), p. 304 


696 na ca dravyagata sa paramparaya gune pratiyate/ - TPK (Sankhyaniripana), p. 304 
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by the Natyayika-s.6’ A similar solution is given by Ramarudra Bhattacarya (~17th 
century CE) in his sub-commentary Ramarudri on Nyayasiddhantamuktavalt. He says 
that sankhya in the phrase 'twenty four guna-s' is not of the form of a guna, but of the 
form of apeksabuddhi, because a guna cannot reside in a guna.°8 This shows that the 
problem which Anandajfiana and similar thinkers have shown regarding the 
knowledge of sankhya in guna-s, continued to be discussed and debated even after 
four or five centuries of the authorship of their works. 

Kaunda Bhatta has gone to such an extent to call sankhya as a different 
padartha altogether. Similar is the idea held by Ganga Sahaya Sarma (~19th century 
CE), who in his Nyayapradipa says that the knowledges like 'seven padartha-s', 
‘twenty four guna-s' has no badha (invalidity), and hence in reality there is only ekatva 
which resides in all padartha-s, while the apeksabuddhi-s make multiple ekatva-s its 
objects, which leads to the knowledge of dvitva and so forth, due to which there is no 
need to accept sankhya as a separate entity.°°? Even the solution based on 
apeksabuddhi shows that the usual reply of the Vaisesika-s and Naiyayika-s that 
sankhya appears through ekarthasamavaya relation based on a dravya, had become 


insufficient to protect the guna-ness of sankhya. 


897 apeksabuddhivisesa eva va gune tadbuddhiheturiti naiyayikoktam yuktam kotisah sabda 
ityanapatteh - TPK (Sankhyaniriipana), p. 304 


698 samkhya catra visayataya apeksabuddhiripaiva gune gunanangikaraditi/ - KIV (Pratyaksakhanda, 
4-5), p. 73 


699 vastutastu saptapadarthascaturvimsatirguna ityadinirbadhapratyayat sarvapadarthavarti 
itaravyavrttatvaripam kaivalyamevaikatvam/ anekanyanekatvanyapeksabuddhinam visayastatsamtha 
eva dvitvadikam tajjianam ca samuhalambanartpamiti natirikta samkhya kalpya/ - NP (Trtiya 
Pariccheda), p. 68 
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3.2.6 Parimdna 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 

1. Based on it being the visaya of the vyavahara of mana (dimension), while being a 
guna. 

2. Based on it being a samanya which does not reside in samyoga, but which resides 
in mahattva and anutva. 

Analysis. In 1, Anandajfiana says that there is ativyapti in sankhya, which 
lends an indirect support to the sankhya which he has just refuted.7°° Also, he points 
out that the viSesana ‘gunatve sati’ (‘while being guna’) is doubtful, because the 
svarupa itself of cloth and so forth is accepted as its parimana.7°! He has already 
claimed to have refuted gunatva, but does not point that out, which leads to the 
following discussion about how valid is it to believe or not to believe in the existence 
of a parimana separate from cloth, and so forth. 

Then Anandajfiana begins to discuss what this vyavahara of mana is.79? Again, 
when the visesana of the laksana ‘gunatve sati’ is asiddha (unestablished/disproved) 
and as he has claimed elsewhere that ‘if the visesana (specification) is asiddha, the 
visista (specified) becomes asiddha’,7°3 there seems to be no need to separately refute 
the laksana-s of manavyavahara. It is important to note that at the end of their 
refutations, Anandajfiana says that because parimana is unestablished, its types also 


are unestablished.7°* With this argument he refutes 2. But then he takes up to refute 


700 sunatve sati manavyavaharavisayah iti cet na sankhyayam ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 65 

701 visesanasya ca sandigdhatvat patadisvaripasyaiva parimanatvangikaranat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 65 
702 kaSca manavyavaharah - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 65 

703 visesanasiddhau visistasiddheriti spastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 59 


704 na hi parimanaprasiddhau tadavantarabhedaprasiddhih - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 66 
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the nityatva of anutva, which is one of the types of parimana.7°5 Hence, this 
discussion also is clearly superfluous because the nityatva of anutva resides in 
paramanu-s and manas, both of which have been refuted by Anandajfiana. Instead of 
reiterating the refutations of the aforesaid, he begins a long discussion, for which a 


much shorter one could have sufficed. 


3.2.7 Prthaktva 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 

1. Based on its being a visaya of the vyavahara of anyatva (otherness), while being 
guna. 

2. Based on its types. 

Analysis. In 1, Anandajfiana points out that prthaktva, which is of the form of 
mutual-absence, cannot be a guna, and hence it cannot have any connection with the 
visesana, which is 'gunatve sati' (‘while being guna').7% Just as he did during the 
previous refutation, here also, instead of refuting the viSesana by reiterating previous 
refutation, he begins another discussion. 

It is to be noted that when Anandajfiana says that prthaktva cannot be a guna, 
he implies that the guna-category still exists. Because he himself has defined 
prthaktva in relation to absence (abhava), he then begins to discuss that point. 
Although he has refuted abhava, he takes a stand for a form of it, which is 
anyonyabhava and says that prthaktva being something separate from anyonyabhava, 


is not supported by any pramana, and that the visaya of the knowledge of the so-called 


705 yattu paramanumanahsu nityam anutvam iti - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 66 


706 sunatve sati anyatvavyavaharavisayah prthaktvam iti cet na parasparabhavatmanah tasya 
gunatvasambhave visesanayogat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 67 
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prthaktva is abhava, otherwise how could one explain the existence of prthaktva in 
guna and so forth?7°7 In this way he has himself invoked the existence of guna. This 
point is similar to that of existence of sankhya in guna-s. The knowledge of 'this guna 
is different from the other guna', which happens in guna-s, is a case of prthaktva 
knowledge in guna-s. The Vaisesika would reply that it is a secondary knowledge, 
because prthaktva being a guna itself, cannot reside in a guna. Against this stands 
Anandajfiana's argument of the mutual dependency between the idea that guna-s don't 
possess guna-s and that the knowledge of sankhya in guna-s is secondary. 

In 2, Anandajfiana attempts to refute the two types of prthaktva which are, 
ekaprthaktva which is based on a single dravya and dviprthaktva and so forth, which 
are based on multiple dravya-s.7°8 Although this can be refuted in two ways, which is, 
via the refutation of dravya and via the refutation of sankhya, Anandajfiana says that 
because prthaktva is guna-less, there can be no sankhya in it.7°9 Here he indirectly 
supports the existence of sankhya as a guna. He does state that ekatva is 
unestablished.7!° Instead of straightaway saying that because sankhya has been 
refuted, the types of prthaktva dependent on sankhya would be refuted, he says that 
ekatva is refuted and then begins the refutation dvitva and dviprthaktva and so forth, 


on the basis of ekaprthaktva.7!! 


707 na hi tasya anyonyabhavatiriktasya sattve kificit manam asti pratiteh abhavavisayatvena api 
caritarthatvat aparatha gunadisu katham prthaktvam/ - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 67 


708 yattu ekameva dravyam ekaprthaktvam anekadravyam dviprthaktvadi iti tat asat - TS (Pariccheda 
2), p. 68 


709 prthaktve nirgune sankhya na kathaficitprasidhyati/ ... prthaktve saikhyabhavat ekam ca 
tatprthaktvam ca iti ayuktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 68 


710 ekatvasya prthaktvasya ca asiddhau - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 68 


711 anyonyam visrantaih ekaprthaktvaireva dviprthaktvadivyaharavyavaharasiddheh na prthak 
dviprthaktvadi kalpyam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 68 
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Bhasarvajfia in his Nyayabhtisana has stated that prthaktva is not a guna, 
because it is nothing but bhinnatva.7!2 Anandajfiana's idea that prthaktva is nothing 
but an effect of anyonyabhava, seems to be rooted in the aforesaid idea.7!3 
Raghunatha Siromani in his Padarthatattvaniripana seems to agree with the said idea 
that prthaktva is nothing but an effect of anyonyabhava.7!4 Similar has been cited by 
Madhava Deva (~17th century CE) in his Nyayasara.7!5 Ganga Sahaya Sarma in his 
Nyayapradipa says that in reality prthaktva is anyonyabhava itself, and that to 
conceptualise a separate padartha, based on the difference in the knowledge caused by 
the prayoga of different vibhakti-s like paficami and prathama, is not logically 
valid.716 The Navya Naiyayika-s mentioned here have not attributed this idea to 


Bhasarvajiia. 


3.2.8 Samyoga 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 

1. Based on its being the asadharana nimitta of the knowledge of samyukta 
(conjunct). 


2. Based on its being the cause of the knowledge of ‘this is connected with this’. 


712 prthaktvasyapi gunatvamayuktam bhinnatvasyaiva prthagiti vyavaharahetutvat - NSB (Pariccheda 
1, Prthaktvasya Bhedartpatvam), p. 160 


713 gunatve sati anyatvavyavaharavisayah prthaktvam iti cet na parasparabhavatmanah tasya 
gunatvasambhave visesanayogat/ na hi tasya anyonyabhavatiriktasya sattve kificit manamasti - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 67 


714 prthaktvamapi na gunantaram/ anyo'nyabhavadeva prthaktvavyavaharopapatteh/ - PTN 
(Prthaktvanirakarana), p. 51 


715 navyastu ghatatprthagiti pratitau pratiyogitvasyaiva pratitestasyascanyonyabhavenaivopapatter 
natiriktam prthaktvam/ yadva/ anyonyabhavasyaiva savadhitvam kalpyam/ dharmikalpanato 
dharmakalpanaya laghtyastvadityahuh/ - NSM (Pratyaksa Pariccheda), p. 89 


716 vastutastu prthaktvamanyonyabhava eva 


paficamiprathamadiprayogamatraprayuktapratitivailaksanyamatrena padarthantarakalpanaya 
anyayyatvat - NP (Trtiya Pariccheda), pp. 69-70 
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3. Based on its being prapti of the two existing aprapta entities. 
4. Based on its being a sambandha which is of limited-pervasion. 
5. Based on its belonging to the avantara jati of gunatva residing in asamavayin 
(cause) of dravya. 
6. Based on its being an anitya sambandha. 
7. Based on anumana. 
8. Based on its having as its asamavayin cause the action inherent in either of the 
sambandhin-s. 
9. Based on its destruction. 
Analysis. In 1, Anandajfiana points out atmasraya fault in visesana and visista. 
The word ‘samyukta’ (conjunct) in ‘samyuktapratyaya’ (knowledge of 'conjunct')7!7 is 
a viSesana, which makes the said pratyaya a visistapratyaya and as per Anandajfiana, 
there is atmasraya.7!8 He adds that the asadharanatva (uniqueness) has been refuted.7!9 
This refutation is related to the refutation of asadharanatva during the refutation of 
kala dravya.720 
In 2, Anandajfiana points the same fault, which is atmaéraya.72! In 3, 
Anandajfiana discusses various meanings and connotations of the words ‘prapti’ and 


‘aprapti’.722 He says that if the word ‘aprapti’ means absence of samyoga, then there is 


“17 samyuktapratyayasya asadharanam nimittam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 
The text reads 'yuktapratyayasya', but it should rather be 'samyuktapratyayasya'. 


718 visistapratyayasya visesanasiddhau asiddheh atmasrayatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 
719 asadharanyasya ca pratyudastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 
720 asadharanatve nimittasya visesane’pi ... - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 47 


721 yadvisiste dravye samyuktam idam aneneti pratyayah sa samyogah ityapi 
pradarsitadiisanakavalitatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 


722 vidyamanayoh apraptayoh praptih asau - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 
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atmasraya and if ‘prapti’ means samyoga, then when ‘prapti’ ends, there would still be 
samyoga.723 In the meaning of ‘prapti’, it seems that he is taking it as a process, in the 
sense of 'prapana' (synonym of prapti) and if prapti is a process of things coming/ 
joining together, then when they have joined together, it would be said that prapti has 
ended, whereas if prapti means samyoga, when prapti ends, there would still be 
samyoga. Then he takes aprapti as the absence of samavaya and prapti as samavaya, 
which would lead to asambhava fault, because two samyogin-s cannot have samavaya 
sambandha.724 If aprapti means non-union and prapti means union, the same fault, 
which is asambhava would be incurred.725 Also, he says that because two entities 
which have samavaya sambandha, do not have aprapti, there would be the knowledge 
of sambaddhatva (relatedness), even when riipa is not existent in the riipin (dravya 
possessing rupa).726 Here, it seems wrong to say that there is no aprapti between two 
entities which have samavaya sambandha, because as per the Vaisesika darsana, a 
dravya can stay without the guna, even though for a very short while,’27 after which 
there would be the prapti of the guna with the dravya. It would have been better if he 
had avoided this discussion by simply appealing to the idea that samavaya and 


samyoga reside only in dravya, which has been refuted. 


723 apraptisabdena samyogabhavavivaksayam atmasrayatadavasthyat praptya ca samyogarupaya 
tannivrttau tasyaiva prasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 


724 samavayabhavah apraptih samavayasca praptih ityabhyupagame samyoginah tadabhavena 
asambhavitvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 


725 asamSlesah apraptih samslesasca praptih ityukte'pi darsitadosavisesat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 


726 samavayinoh satoh apraptyabhave ca tayoh nityasambaddhatvena ripabhavadasayamapi rupini 
sambaddhatvabuddhiprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 


727 dravyam nirgunameva prathamamutpadyate pascat tatsamaveta guna utpadyante - TB (Pramana 
Padartha), p. 30 
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In 4, Anandajfiana points out that if ‘sambandha’ here means samyoga, then 
there is svasraya fault, whereas if it means samavaya, there is asambhava, and if it 
means ‘sambandhamatra’ (mere relation), it cannot be used to describe the specified 
entity, which is either samyoga or samavaya.7?8 Regarding the description of it having 
limited pervasion, which could be due to the difference of parts and directions, it 
wouldn’t apply to the partless dravya-s.729 The partless dravya-s would be kala, akasa, 
dik and atman. Here he himself has invoked them as dravya-s, three of which he has 
refuted earlier. 

In 5, Anandajfiana says that dravya and its asamavayin gunatva are 
unestablished.73° This statement is based on his previous refutations of both. 
Although, pointing the aforesaid faults would have done the job of refuting this 
definition, yet Anandajfiana points out others, which are; if by the expression 
‘dravyasamavayin’ is meant ‘samyoga’, then there is the atmasraya fault, because any 
other asamavayin is unestablished.73! And regarding the statement of the avantara jati, 
he says that it would not be different from samyoga because it would be samyogatva 


and putting it into its laksana would amount to parasparasraya. 732 


728 sambandhatve sati avyapyavrttih asau iti cet na sambandhasya samyogatve samavayatve ca 
svasrayatvasambhavitvayorapatteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 


729 avyapyavrttitvam ca svasamanadhikaranatyantabhavapratiyogitvam/ tacca ekatra ekasya 
bhavabhayorvirodhat ayuktam avayavabhedat digbhedacca avirodhiniravayavadravyesu tadasiddheh - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 


730 dravyasamavayivrttigunatvavantarajatiyah samyogah iti cet dravyasya tadasamavayino gunatvasya 
ca aprasiddhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 


731 dravyasamavayisabdena ca samyogasyaivokteh atmasrayatvat tadatiriktasya ca 
tadasamavayino'prasiddhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 


732 yktavantarajatisca na samyogatvat anarthantaramiti tasyaiva laksanatve parasparasrayatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 69 
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In 6, Anandajfiana points to the avyapti in nitya samyoga. He gives an 
anumanaprayoga; akasa joins atman, because of being a samyogin, like a ghata.733 
Earlier, he had refuted the existence of samyoga in vibhu dravya-s like atman.734 Also, 
by extending his support to nitya samyoga, he has extended his support to samyoga in 
some form. Being a vibhagin, he says, is established only through being non- 
omnipresent.735 He then considers the option of calling non-omnipresence as “being 
the samyogin of mirta entities alone’,’3° which he refutes by saying that it is only a 
prakriya (explanation), because it has been taken to be the meaning of the word ‘a’ (in 
asarvagatatva) which is of the form of negation.737 Here it is to be noted, that in the 
aforesaid anumanaprayoga, Anandajfiana has lent support to the existence of akasa as 
a dravya, which he has formerly refuted. He then asserts that there is no fundamental 
ajasamyoga (nityasamyoga), in the sense that atman alone is nitya and because it is 
asanga (unattached), it cannot have samyoga with anything.738 

In 7, Anandajfiana examines samyoga through an anumanaprayoga; 


karyadravya is produced by an asamavayin (karana), because of being karyadravya, 


733 akasam atmana samyujyate samyogitvat ghatavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 


734 vibhinam atmadinam pradesabhavat pradesapravrttisamyogadeh asambhavat - TS (Pariccheda 1), 
p. 20 

na ca atmanusamyogah niravayavayoh tayoh samyogasya pradesavrtteh anupapatteh - TS (Pariccheda 
1), p. 49 


735 vibhagitvasya tu asarvagatatve sati siddheh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 

The text reads; vibhagitvasya tu asarvagatatve sati asiddheh, which does not make sense, because it is 
being presented as a case which is opposite to nitya samyoga. Hence, the word ‘asiddheh’ seems to be a 
scribal error, where the actual word may have been ‘siddheh’. 


736 mirtamatrayogitvam tat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 

737 prakriyamatram asabdarthatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 

738 vastutah na ajasamyogo'sti atmamatrasya nityatvat tasya asamgasya kenacidapi samyogayogat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 69 


Here, T. M. Tripathi has put 'tah?' in the parenthesis after 'vastuna', which should be 'vastutah na’. The 
word 'asamyogasya' seems to be 'asamgasya’. 
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like a cloth.739 Here he says that in the parinadmavada (theory of transformation) and 
vivartavada (theory of illusory transformation), the effects are accepted to be 
produced without asamavayikarana, and hence the example (cloth) would not apply to 
the sadhya.”40 As the anumanaprayoga has the mention of dravya in both the sadhya 
and hetu, it could have been refuted by simply stating the refutation of dravya. 

In 8, Anandajfiana points out that as the laksana applies only to 
‘anyatarasambandhin’ (one of two entities possessing relation), there would be an 
absence of a pratiniyama (specific rule) regarding any other sambandhin.”4! It seems 
that this laksana could’ve been refuted by saying that as karman inheres in dravya 
only, and as dravya has been refuted, there could be no such karman, let alone its 
asamavayikarana and the samyoga caused by it. Yet Anandajfiana takes the longer 
route. Also, when the very laksana-s of samyoga have been refuted, discussing and 
refuting the concepts based on those laksana-s, do not seem to be an efficient and 
effective exercise. This very way, in 9, he attempts to refute the process 
conceptualised by the VaiSesika-s regarding the destruction of samyoga. If the 
laksana-s of samyoga have been refuted, and the anumanaprayoga-s of it also have 
been refuted, there seems to be no reason to discuss and refute the process of the 
destruction of samyoga. 

He ends the refutation by saying: 


"sa canirvacantyatvat pratitisaranam gatah"742 


739 karyadravyam asamavayijanyam karyadravyatvat patavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), pp. 69-70 


740 patasyapi tajjanyatvasampratipatteh drstantasya sadhyavikalatvat/ ... parindmavade vivartavade ca 
antarena asamvayikaranam tattatkaryotpatteh abhyupagamat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 70 


741 na ca anyatarasambandhisamavetakarmasamavayikaranakah samyogah sambhavati 
sambandhyantarapratiniyamaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 70 


742 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 71 
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His conclusion about samyoga is that it is inexplicable as well as rooted in 
knowledge alone, implying that its perception is not due to its fundamentally real 
existence as a separate category, but as a part of mere appearance. 

Bhasarvajiia in his Nyayabhisana has agreed to an idea of nityasamyoga 


between atman and akasa, which has also been stated by Anandajfiana.743 


3.2.9 Vibhaga 
This refutation can be divided into the following: 
1. Based on its being an asadharanakarana of the vyavahara of vibhakta (disjunct). 
2. Based on its being the destroyer of samyoga, while sharing samyoga’s substratum. 
3. Based on its belonging to an avantara jati of gunatva residing in that which is 
residing in dik, residing in anitya (entities) alone and does not reside in samyoga. 
4. Based on its having karman as its asamavayikarana while being different from 
samyoga. 
5. Based on its types. 
6. Based on the process of its beginning. 
7. Based on pramana. 
8. Based on the process of its destruction. 
Analysis. In 1, Anandajfiana shows atmasraya, as in without the knowledge of 
visesana, viSista knowledge cannot be spoken about and because the knowledge of 


vibhakta (disjunct) is dependent on the knowledge of vibhaga (disjunction), vibhaga is 


743 evam yutasiddhyabhavannasti vibhinam samyogah ityayuktam hetorasiddhatvat/ 
pramanasiddhasca vibhtinam samyogah/ tatha hi akasena samyukta atma Sarirasamyuktatvat 
bhutaladivat - NSB (Pariccheda 1, Samyoganiripana), p. 170 

akasam atmana samyujyate samyogitvat ghatavat iti tatsiddheh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 
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established by establishing vibhaga.744 When one talks about the visista, visesana is 
presupposed and when one talks about visesana, the viSista is presupposed, because 
visesana is not a visesana so long as it does not make something visista. 

Although a mention of these faults alone was enough, Anandajfiana mentions 
a vyabhicara of the laksana in prthaktva.”45 Having refuted prthaktva, to show 
vyabhicara in it, implies that prthaktva has some real existence. He also extends this 
discussion upto stating that vibhaga is just samyoganasa (destruction of samyoga), 
due to which he then has to refute several rejoinders.746 

In 2, samyoga being a basic condition for the laksana, could have been 
adequately refuted by the reiteration of samyoga’s refutation, yet Anandajfiana spots 
an ativyapti in nityaprayatna and so forth.”47 Those included in the 'so forth' could be 
dharma, adharma, samskara, and so forth. Prayatna is a guna of atman as per the 
VaisSesika-s. The root of this statement of nityaprayatna and so forth, could be in the 
refutation of sarga and pralaya in the first pariccheda.748 

In 3 also, samyoga is a basic part of the laksana and by stating that it has been 


refuted, Anandajfiana aptly refutes the laksana.749 Yet, he points out that there is 


744 vibhaktavyavaharasadharanakaranam iti cet ... na hi vibhago vibhaktapratyayasya 
asadharanakaranam iti yuktam visesanadhiyamantarena visistadhiyo vaktum asakyataya 
vibhaktapratyayasya vibhagapratyayasapeksatvat vibhagasiddhau vibhagasiddhih iti atmasrayatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), pp. 71-72 


745 prthaktve ca vyabhicarat tasya vibhaktaparyayatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 72 

746 vibhagasya samyoganasavyatiriktatvena laksanasya asambhavitvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 72 
Some of the rejoinders are; 

asrayanasat tannase vibhagabuddhyabhavat na, 


vibhagasya savadhitvapratiteh abhavasya atathatvat, and so forth. 


747 samyogasamanasrayatve sati samyogavinasako vibhagah ityapi na nityaprayatnadau 
ativyaptitadavasthyat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 72 


748 nityecchavatah tasya sisrksaya api tathatve sada sargaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42 


749 samyogavrttyanityamatravrttidigvrttivrttigunatvavantarajatiyo vibhagah ityapi na samyogasya 
nirakaranat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 72 
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ativyapti in dvitva and so forth.75° He has refuted both dvitva and sankhya, hence 
spotting ativyapti in them implies that they have some real existence. 

Similarly in 4, the whole laksana is based on samyoga and Anandajfiana states 
that as samyoga is unestablished, the visesana of ‘being different from samyoga’ is 
unestablished.75! He then adds another point that this would apply to samyoga other 
than the said samyoga.752 Here in one single statement he has said that samyoga is 
unestablished, and then has supported its existence by bringing in another samyoga. 
Due to this he has to handle two rejoinders.753 

In 5, Anandajfiana attempts to refute the three types of vibhaga.74 It is clear 
that when the laksana-s of vibhaga have been refuted, there is no need to refute its 
types separately. In fact, to now discuss and refute its types implies that the refutation 
of the laksana-s was inadequate. The whole discussion of this part could have been 
avoided by simply saying that as the basic category has been refuted, its types are 
inevitably refuted. 

In 7, Anandajfiana discusses pramana of vibhaga.755 He spots the atmasraya 
fault in the pratyaksa of the form of 'this is disjunct from this', which is being 


presented as a pramana.75° Then he refutes sabdavyavahara (usage of the word 


750 dvitvadau ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 72 


751 samyogatiriktatve sati karmasamavayikaranako vibhagah iti cet na samyogasiddhya 
tadatiriktatvavisesanasiddheh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 72 


782 samyogantare ca ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 72 


783 samyogatvajatiyetaratvam tadatiriktatvam, 
samyogatvanadhikaranatvam samyogavyatirktatvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 72 


754 na hi vibhage traividhyam seddhum arhati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 73 
755 na hi vibhage kimapi pramanam prabhavati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 73 


786 na tavat idam asmadvibhaktam iti pratyaksam atra pramanam vibhagavagahipratyaksasya 
tatpramapakatve svasrayatvadhrauvyat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 73 
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'vibhaga') as a pramana for vibhaga on the basis of the same atmasraya fault.757 He 
says that because samyogabhava is a nimitta of the knowledge of vibhaga (as in 'this 
is disjunct from this'), there would be an absence of parisSesya (pariSesa anumana).758 
Then he considers an anumanaprayoga; the disputed entity (vibhaga) is an 
asamavayikarana other than samyoga, because it is an asamavayikarana while being 
separate from samyoga, like ruipa and so forth.>? He points out multiple faults in 
this,7© including the use of the already refuted samyoga as a viSesana of both the 
sadhya and hetu.76! Then he discusses the drstanta, for which he leaves the ‘so forth' 
and just takes the case of ‘riipa’.7®2 He says that the karanartipa is unestablished as an 
asamavayikarana in parinamavada and vivartavada.7© He could’ve directly appealed 
to the refutation of rapa. 

Then Anandajfiana considers another anumanaprayoga in which both the 
sadhya and the hetu have samyoga as a viSesana and spots faults like 
visesanaprasiddhi.76+ Having aptly pointed out the same faults as before and having 


aptly refuted the anumanaprayoga, he takes up to discuss pramana-s for the types of 


7ST na ca tathavidhasabdavyavaharo vibhagam parisesat avagamayati darSitadosavisesat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 73 


758 samyogabhavasya ca tannimittatvasambhave parisesyabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 73 


759 vimatam samyogatiriktasamavayikaranam samyogatiriktatve sati asamavayikaranatvat ripadivat - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 73 


760 visesanasiddhi, svarupasiddhi, sadhyavikalata, sadhanavikalata - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 73 


761 samyogasya purastat nirastatvat tadatiriktatvavisesanam hetusadhyayoh na sidhyati - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 73 


762 na ca riipadrstante ... - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 73 


763 parinamavade vivartavade ca karanariipasya asamavayikaranatvasiddhya visistahetusadhyayoh tatra 
asiddhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 74 


764 vimatah samyogatiriktasamavayiprabhavah asati eva samyoge jayamanatvat Sabdantaravat iti cet na 


praguktanyayena parastataddharmini visSesanaprasiddheh sadhane ca tadasiddheh ihapi tulyatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 74 
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vibhaga-s.765 He considers an anumanaprayoga, which is meant to establish the 
existence of vibhagaja vibhaga (vibhaga caused by vibhaga), where the term ‘dravya’ 
is a part of both the paksa (which also includes akasa) and hetu.7°* But instead of 
refuting the paksa, which could have pointed out asrayasiddhi, and instead of refuting 
the hetu via the refutation of dravya, Anandajfiana discusses the visesana ‘nitya’.767 

In another anumanaprayoga, which has ‘dravya’ and ‘samyoga’ in both the 
sadhya as well as in the hetu, Anandajiiana prefers to discuss the vibhaga of tantu 
(thread) and akasa, instead of directly refuting the hetu and sadhya, a method he had 
just recently used.768 Also, he himself provides a counter anumanaprayoga which has 
dravya and samyoga in the sadhya.7 Due to the use of such a counter 
anumanaprayoga, a stronger support to the concept of a real existence of samyoga and 
dravya is being implied. In yet another anumanaprayoga, where ‘dravya’ and 
“samyoga’ are in both the sadhya and the hetu, he finds fault with neither.7”° Instead 
he lends clear support to dravya and samyoga by saying that the idea that vibhaga, 
which is opposed to the arambhakasamyoga of dravya, is originated by karman, has 


been established.77! 


765 na ca anyatarakarmaje vibhage pramanam, 
etena ubhayakarmaje vibhage pratyaksapramanyam pratyuktam...- TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 74 


766 atmakasatiriktam nityadravyam vibhagajagunadhikaranam nityadravyatvat atmavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 74 


767 nityavisesanat akasatirekasiddhau... - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 74 
768 vimatam dravyanarambhakasamyogavirodhivibhagarambhakam na bhavati 
dravyarambhakasamyogavirodhivibhagarambhakatvat yat naivam na tat evam yatha 


kamaladalavikasanakarma - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 74 


769 vimatam karma dravyanarambhakasamyogavirodhivibhagarambhakam karmatve sati 
arambhakatvat kamaladalavikasanakarmavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 74 


770 vimato dravyarambhakasamyogavirodhivibhagarambhakakarmarabhyo na bhavati 
dravyanarambhakasamyogavirodhivibhagajanakatvat kamaladalavibhagavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 74 


771 dravyanarambhakasamyogavirodhino’pi vibhagasya karmarabhyatayah sadhitatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), pp. 74-75 
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In 6 and 8, he gets into a long discussion to refute respectively the processes of 
the origination and destruction of vibhaga, which is clearly superfluous, because upto 
this point, the laksana-s of vibhaga along with its establishing pramana-s have been 
refuted. To discuss its origination and destruction implies that both samyoga and 
vibhaga have not been refuted adequately. 

Bhasarvajiia in his Nyayabhtisana says that vibhaga is not a guna, and is 
simply the absence of samyoga.772 Visvanatha Bhattacarya (~17th century CE) in his 
commentary on Raghunatha Siromani's Padarthatattvaniripana mentions a view of 
some scholars that vibhaga is not a separate guna, because the dhvamsa of samyoga, 
which is directly perceived, is enough to explain the vyavahara of vibhaga.773 This is 
similar to what Anandajfiana says about vibhaga not being something separate from 
the nasa of samyoga.7” Regarding the idea that the knowledge of vibhaga is based on 
savadhikatva, Visvanatha Bhattacarya's citation refutes it on the basis of the absence 
of pramana.7’”> He further cites the idea that the paficami vibhakti in the phrase 'ayam 
asmad vibhaktah' (this is disjunct from this) is only anusasanikt, that is, it is only a 
formally constructed phrase used for instruction.’ Both these points are similar to 
what Anandajfiana says. On the idea that the knowledge of vibhaga is savadhi, unlike 
abhava, and that the avadhi is expressed by the use of the paficamt vibhakti, he says 


that in the case of vibhaga, the use of paficamt vibhakti isn't fixed, because there 


772 vibhago'pi samyogabhavalaksanatvanna gunah - NSB (Pariccheda 1, Vibhagasya 
Samyogabhavatvam), p. 161 


773 atra kecit vibhago'pi na gunantaram pratyaksasiddhena samyogadhvamsena tadvyavaharopapatteh - 
PTN (Vibhagakhandana), p. 53 


774 vibhagasya ca samyoganasavyatiriktatvena laksanasya asambhavitvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 72 
775 vibhagapratitistu na savadhikatvavalambana manabhavat - PTN (Vibhagakhandana), p. 53 


776 ayamasmadvibhakta ityadau tu paficami anusasaniki - PTN (Vibhagakhandana), p. 53 


189 


exists a prayoga of the form of 'ayam anayorvibhagah' (this is the disjunction of these 
two).77 

Ganga Sahaya Sarma in his Nyayapradipa also states that in reality vibhaga is 
the dhvamsa of samyoga.7’8 He considers the opponent's rejoinder that if vibhaga is 
samyogadhvamsa alone, then why doesn't one have the knowledge of 'ghatah 
vibhaktah' (pot is disjunct) when the substratum of the samyoga, that is ghata, gets 
destructed. To this he replies that the absence of such knowledge is simply due to the 


absence of the substratum.779 


3.2.10 Paratva and Aparatva 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 

1. Based on their being the cause of the vyavahara of ‘para’ and ‘apara’ in a dravya 
specified by each. 

2. Based on paratva belonging to an avantara jati of gunatva because of being 


produced by the karyadravya which has produced guna in its samavayikarana.780 


77T paficaminirdistavadhimattvam cet vibhage'pi naitat niyatam ayam anayorvibhaga iti 
prayogadarsanat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 72 


778 vastutah samyogadhvamsa eva vibhagah/ - NP (Trtiya Pariccheda), pp. 70-71 


779 na ca ghatarupasrayanasena tatsamyoganasasthale ghato vibhakta iti pratityapattih dhvamsasya 
pratiyogyadhikaranavrttitaya'dhikaranasya nase tatpratyayasambhavat - NP (Trttya Pariccheda), p. 71 


780 karyadravyena svasamavayikarane krtagunena gunatvavantarajatiyam paratvam - TS (Pariccheda 
2), p. 76 

A very similar laksana is found in MM (Paratvaparatvayorniripanam), p. 71; karyadravyena 
svasamavayikaranena krtadvisthagunena gunatvavantarajattyam paratvam. 

The text in TS reads; karyadravyena svasamavayikaranakrta(gunena) gunatvavantarajatiyam paratvam. 
Keeping the laksana in MM as well the anumanaprayoga which Anandajfiana considers after this 
(which is also found in MM), 'svasamavayikaranakrtagunena' should be 'svasamavayikarane 
krtagunena’', 
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3. Based on aparatva belonging to an avantara jati of gunatva because of being 
produced by the samavayikarana which is producing guna in its karyadravya.78! 

4. Based on ksanikatva (momentariness) of both. 

5. Based on the destruction of both. 

Analysis. Both the laksana-s included in 1 are based on dravya.782 Hence, 
these could have been straightaway refuted by stating that dravya has been refuted. 
But Anandajfiana instead analyses the meaning of ‘yena’ (that by which) in the 
laksana of paratva, and considers whether it denotes samanya or visesa. He says that 
in case the meaning of 'yena' is samanya in the beginning of the laksana, it would be 
opposed to the rest of the sentence, because samanya itself cannot be related to 
visesatva.783 In case the viSesa is only a conclusion of the samanya, there would be 
ativyapti.784 He also points out that in the case of a dravya being visista (specified) by 
rupa and so forth, ruipa and so forth would become paratva.’85 He finds svasraya fault 
in the case where 'yena' is visesa.78° The laksana of aparatva is refuted by him for the 
same reasons. Basically, 'yena' is an open expression, which could lead to any 
visesana or something like that to become paratva or aparatva. Anandajfiana speaks of 


a dravya which is visista (specified) by rtipa and so forth, in which the knowledge of 


781 samavayina svakarye kriyamanagunena gunatvavantarajatiyam aparatvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
76 


782 yena visistam dravyam param iti vyavahriyate tat paratvam, 
yena viSistam dravyam aparam iti vyavahriyate tat aparatvam. - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 
Both of these laksana-s are found in KA. 


783 yena iti samanyopakrame vakyasesavirodhat simanyasyaiva visesatvayogat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
76 


784 tasya tatparyavasanavivaksayam ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 
785 ripadina visiste tadvyavaharat tasya tattvaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 


786 vigesoktau api yathoktadosatulyatvat paratvasyaiva visesatvat iti cet svasrayatvat param iti 
vyavaharasca paratvopetam etat iti vyavaharah tatha ca saiva atmasrayata - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 
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‘para' (other) could happen, making rtipa and so forth, paratva. Similar would be the 
case of aparatva. As is clear, the laksana-s of both paratva and aparatva include 
'dravya' and the author himself gives examples of a dravya being specified by riipa 
and so forth, which seems to be unnecessary and counterproductive from the point of 
view of his earlier refutations. 

In 2, both the laksana-s of paratva and aparatva are again based on dravya and 
also on gunatva, both of which have been already refuted by Anandajiiana.787 Instead 
he analyses the meaning of the word ‘sva’ in the laksana of paratva, whether it is 
samanya or visesa.788 He also attempts to refute a related anumanaprayoga; 
karyadravya is the creator of the guna which resides in paramanu but not in two 
(entities).789 Here, the paksa, the sadhya as well as the drstanta contain entities which 
have been refuted. Anandajfiana appeals to the refutation of the paksa and finds the 
asrayasiddhi fault, leading to the refutation of the complete anumanaprayoga.79° But 
as usual he points out other faults also, mainly based on paramanu, which has been 
refuted. But then he shows an ativyapti of ‘belonging to avantarajati of gunatva’ in 
rupa and so forth.79! He has refuted gunatva as well as riipa, rasa, gandha and sparsa, 


which are viSesaguna-s. 


787 karyadravyena svasamavayikarane krtagunena gunatvavantarajatiyam paratvam 
samavayina svakarye kriyamanagunena gunatvavantarajattyam aparatvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 


788 svasabdarthananugamat avyaptiprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 


789 karyadravyam paramanuvrttyadvisthagunajanakam mirtatvat parthivaparamanuvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 76 


790 dvyanukasiddhau asrayasiddhiprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 


791 vigistena ca gunena gunatvalaksanavantarajatiyatvasya ripadau api bhavat ativyapteh - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 76 
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In 3, Anandajfiana attempts to refute the laksana of aparatva on the same basis 
as done with a similar laksana of paratva.792 After the aforesaid laksana of aparatva, 
Anandajfiana refutes an anumanaprayoga on the basis of paramanu_ being 
unestablished and another fault based on the absence of the guna belonging to a single 
jati.773 Then while discussing that paratva and aparatva are not separate from 
asannikrstatva (being far) and sannikrstva (being near), he states the absence of a 
niyama which states that the origination of paratva and aparatva is in the object and 
not the observer.7%* But after dealing with another argument he asserts the same 
niyama.795 Although the next point he attempts to refute, should be based on this 
assertion, yet it seems to be based on its opposite.7%© Hence, it seems that the 
arrangement of the words ‘meye’ (in the object) and ‘mAatari’ (in the observer) has 
been reversed due to some scribal error.7??7 The short discussion which follows is 
aimed at the idea that paratva and aparatva is not different from asannikrstatva and 
sannikrstatva.7°8 Then he himself says that paratva and aparatva are related to 


samyoga.799 


792 svasabdarthananugamadeh uktadosasya atrapi vyaktatvat jatiyagrahanat anugatau api 
gunatvaparajatidusanasya durvaratvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 


793 paramanavah karyavrttyadvisthagunajanakah mirtatvat ghatavat ityapi pratyuktaprayam 
paramanvaprasiddheh asrayasiddhiprasangat drstantadarstantikayoh ekajatiyagunabhavena ca 
pracInadosanusangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 

794 meye paratvadeh utpattih na matari iti niyamayogat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 

795 nyayasamyat meye paraparavyavaharo na matari iti vyavasthopapatteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 77 
796 pramatari pindapeksaya sannikrstatvadivyavahare’ pi... - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 77 

797 Hence, the original may have been: matari paraparavyavaharo na meye iti vyavasthopapatteh 


798 na ca sannikrstatvasannikrstatve muktva paratvaparatve niripyete - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 


799 tatha ca samyogabhedaparaparyayasannikrstatvam aparatvam tathavidham viprakrstatvam 
paratvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 77 
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In 4, Anandajfiana addresses the point of ksanikatva (momentariness) of both 
types of paratva and aparatva (dikkrta and kalakrta), which seems unnecessary, 
because upto this point he has refuted the laksana-s of both paratva and aparatva.8 
Hence, to discuss any feature of both implies that they aren’t yet refuted. While 
refuting an anumanaprayoga®®! which asserts their ksanikatva, he says that paratva 
and aparatva are unestablished.8°2 After saying this, in 5, he begins discussing the 
destruction of both, which seems superfluous.’ At the end of the complete refutation, 
in the sangraha verse he says: 

"atah sadharana siddhirvyavaharopayogini"804 

He suggests that there is sadharani siddhi (usual establishing) of paratva and 
aparatva, a siddhi which is helpful to vyavahara, by which he indirectly negates their 
existence on a fundamental level. 

In his Nyayabhisana, Bhasarvajfia has said that paratva and aparatva are not 
separate guna-s, because they are not something other than the sannikrstatva and 
viprakrstatva.895 It seems that a similar statement by Anandajfiana is inspired from 


Bhasarvajiia's aforesaid idea.8 In his Padarthatattvaniripana, Raghunatha Siromani 


800 yattu asamavayikaranabhedat pratyekam dvividhasya paratvasya aparatvasya ca ksanikatvam 
apeksabuddhivasat iti tat na kathaficit dvaividhye'pi ksanikatve pramanabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
77 


801 vimatah buddhijanyakarmayuktadvisthagunasrayah jfiandsamavayikaranadharatvat atmavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 77 


802 paratvaparatvaparisesartham hi buddhijanyatvadivisesanani sadhye prayujyante na ca tatpariseso 
labhyate tayoh aprasiddhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 77 


803 na ca apeksabuddhinasat dikpindasamyoganasat va dravyanasat va dravyapeksabuddhyoh yugapat 
nasat va dravyasamyogayoh aparyayam nasat va samyogapeksabuddhyoh yaugapadyena nasat va 
trayanam ekasminneva ksane paratvadi nasyati iti yuktam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 77 


804 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 77 


805 viprakrstam paramiti vanayorbhedam na pasyamah tatha sannikrstamaparamiti 
vanayorapyekarthatvam. - NSB (Pariccheda 1, Paratvaderagunantaratvam), p. 162 


806 na ca sannikrstvasannikrstatve muktva paratvaparatve niripyete - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 76 
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says something similar to what Anandajfiana and Bhasarvajfia have said regarding 
paratva and aparatva not being separate from sannikrstatva and asannikrstatva.807 
Although divided by several centuries of time as well by the sastra they both belong 
to, Raghunatha Siromani had arrived at an idea regarding the said guna-s which is 
very similar to that of Anandajfiana. 

Madhava Deva has cited, in his Nyayasara, a similar view as belonging to the 
Navya Naiyayika-s.808 Ganga Sahaya Sarma in his Nyayapradipa states that just like 
sankhya, paratva and aparatva are not guna-s, but are only the bahutaratva and 
alpataratva which reside in the solar movements.8 Sarma's statement is also similar 
to what Bhasarvajfia has opined in his Nyayabhiisana.®!° It is strange that the Navya 
Naiyayika-s mentioned here have not attributed such an idea to Bhasarvajiia, which 
would have been a good way to avoid the accusation of apasiddhanta, which they may 


have gotten. 


3.2.11 Buddhi 

This refutation can be divided into the following: 
1. Based on its being prakasa. 

2. Based on its being jfiana. 


3. Based on its types. 


807 naratvaparatve api na gunantare/ viprakrstvasannikrstatvabhyam jyesthatvakanisthatvabhyam ca 
tathavidhavyavaharopapatteh/ - PTN (Paratvaparatvanirasa), p. 60 


808 navyastu yadapeksaya yatra yatsannikrstadesavrttitvam tenaiva tadapeksaya tatra 
tatsannikrstatvaripaparatvenapara iti buddhyupapatterna vilaksanaparatve manam/ - NSM (Pratyaksa 
Pariccheda), p. 53 


809 vastutastu samkhyavat paratvaparatve api na gunau/ api tu samyuktamiirttaravikriyagate 
bahutaratvalpataratve eva/ - NP (Trfiya Pariccheda), p. 71 


810 samyuktasamyogalpiyastvabhiyastvayoh pirvottarajanmanoésca paraparavyavaharahetutvat - NSB 
(Pariccheda 1, Paratvaderagunantaratvam), p. 162 
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Analysis. Anandajfiana begins with refuting the basic laksana-s of buddhi. 
Defining buddhi as prakasa (light) would lead to an ativyapti in the prakasa of pradipa 
(lamp) and so forth.8!! If it is called jiana, then because both words (jfiana and 
buddhi) are synonymous, it could not be taken as its laksana.8!2 Jnanatva too could not 
be taken as its laksana, because being a samanya, it is dependent on the jfana vyakti, 
and hence it would lead to the fault of parasparasraya.8!3 He then considers an 
anuméanaprayoga and refutes it by saying that because there is no agreement regarding 
satta and so forth, there would be the fault of asrayasiddhi, and so forth.8!4 He says 
that in the dharmin (paksa) the said jati (yavajjhanavrttijatyanyat) is not different from 
jhanatva and so it would lead to faults like aprasiddhavisesanata, because the visesana 
(gunatvaviSesagunatvanyatve sati) is unestablished.8!5 For aprasiddhavisesanata, the 
reason he gives, seems to lose weight because he has already said the paksa is not 
valid as there is no agreement regarding satta and then on the basis of the paksa he 
says that the said jati isn’t different from jfianatva, even though he has refuted the 
paksa. Secondly, the visesana can be refuted directly, without the paksa as the basis, 
because the viSesana is based on the ‘anyatva’ from ‘gunatva’ and ‘visSesagunatva’ 
which have been refuted earlier. If the fault which Anandajfiana finds in the paksa was 


not enough, he could have directly refuted the visesana, which would have lead to the 


811 tatha hi na tavat prakaso buddhih iti sraddheyam pradipadiprakase ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), 
p. 78 


812 jfanam buddhih iti cet na paryayatvat/ prste hi laksane paryayavacanam anuttaram atiprasangat/ - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


813 jfanatvam laksanataya vivaksitam iti cet na jfianavyaktisiddhya vina tadasritajfiatvasiddhya 
parasparasrayaprasangat tasya ca amanatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


814 sattvam gunatvavisesagunatvanyatve sati yavajjianavrttijatyanyat jatitvat gotvavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


815 sattadyasampratipatteh asrayasiddhyadiprasangat uktajatesca dharmini jfianatvanatirekat 
aprasiddhavisesanatadidisanatapatat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 
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refutation of the visista sadhya, a method of refutation which he himself uses 
sometimes. 

Based on this, Anandajfiana refutes another anumanaprayoga, which asserts 
that jianatva is samaveta (residing in the substratum through samavaya) in the manasa 
pratyaksa of ordinary beings.’!© He refutes it by saying that the paksa and drstanta are 
not agreed upon.’!’ The existence of paksa, which is jianatva is being examined, 
while the drstanta, which is satta, which Anandajfiana has mentioned as refuted as 
well as being not agreed upon just recently. He refutes another anumanaprayoga by 
pointing out aprasiddhavisesanata.’!8 But the reason given for the fault seems to have 
a scribal mistake. The reason given is ‘viSesanatvasiddheh’, which should rather be 
‘viSesagunatvasiddheh’ because the viSesana in the sadhya is ‘viSesagunatva’, which 
is aprasiddha probably because of having been refuted.8!9 What all faults are included 
in the ‘adi’ of ‘aprasiddhavisesanatvadi’ is not clear. 

Having refuted both the laksana-s as well as anumanaprayoga-s dedicated to 
the establishment of jfiana and jfianatva, Anandajfiana refutes the idea that there is 
manasa pratyaksa of jhana, on the basis of anavastha (infinite regression).82° A 
demonstration of the said anavastha is missing. It could be that in the term 


‘manasapratyaksa’, the pratyaksa is a form of jfana, for which another 


816 jAanatvam asmadadimanasapratyaksasamavetam jfiananisthajatitvat sattavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
J p J ] Pp 

78 

With the input from the errata, the text reads 'asmadadimanasapratyaksasamavetam', which should be 

‘asmadadimanasapratyaksasamavetam'. 

817 dharmidrstantayoh asampratipannatvat anumananupasthanat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


818 shatapratyaksam visesagunatvasaksadvyapyajatimat visesagunatvat ripavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
78 


819 viSesanatvasiddheh aprasiddhavisesanatvadeh durvaratvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


820 na ca jfianamanasapratyaksam sambhavati anavasthanat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 
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manasapratyaksa would be needed, so on and so forth, leading to an infinite number 
of jfana-s and manasapratyaksa-s. If as a solution to the said anavastha, adrsta is 
presented by being a niyamaka of karanasamagri (causal material), then Anandajfiana 
says that similar to the samagri in the first jiana, the samagri in the second, third, and 
so forth other jiana-s would also be uncontrolled.82! He does not explain the basis of 
this argument of his. The rejoinder he considers is that if the vyavahara of artha 
(object) is established by the first jana, other jiana/s would be unnecessary.’22 He 
refutes this by stating that other jfana-s also establish such vyavahara and so are 
useful, and if it is established by the first alone, then to imagine multiplicity of jiiana-s 
is of no use.823 
Anandajfiana concludes this portion by saying: 
"tasmadasiddha buddhiste vyavaharo na labhyate / 
tadabhave vimtilatvadamilam hi phalam kutah //"824 
In the first part of the verse he states that buddhi is unestablished and in the 
second part states that in the absence of buddhi, because there is no root, there would 
be no fruit of it. Here the word ‘phalam’ seems to point to the types of buddhi, 
because as discussed in the beginning of chapter 2, he has used such a method, where 
by the refutation of the main category, its subcategories are automatically refuted. 
Hence, there is no need of any further refutation of the types of buddhi. But 


Anandajfiana presents a verse, which is as follows: 


821 adrstasya karanasamagriniyamakatvat na iti cet na prathamajfianavat dvitiyatrttyadijfiane'pi 
samagryah nirankuSatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


822 adyenaiva jfianena arthavyavaharasiddheh itarat vyartham iti cet - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


823 tadvyavaharahetutaya tasyapi sarthakatvat svatah tadvyavahare prathamasyaiva tathasambhavena 
jhanabhedakalpananupayogat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


824 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 
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"vidya’vidyavibhagena buddherdvaividhyamisyate / 
tatha’ vidya katham buddhirbuddhya sa hi virudhyate //"825 
After this he argues against the two types of buddhi, where he says that avidya 
cannot be buddhi because there is opposition between the two. When buddhi is 
unestablished, how can there be any opposition of anything with it? When X (main 
category) has been refuted, to say that among X; and X2 (two subcategories or types 
of X), Xi is unlike X, is to imply existence of X. The refutations of anum4na, avidya 


and vidya have been dealt with earlier in 3.1.2 to 3.1.4. 


3.2.12 Pancavayava vakya 

After the refutation of vyapti, Anandajfiana takes up the refutation of the 
paficavayava vakya (the statement consisting of five parts), used for pararthanumana 
(anumana to generate anumiti in another person). A refutation of this shall have a 
substantial impact on the system of debate and discussion adopted by both Vaisesika 
and Nyaya darsana-s. The five parts are; pratijfia, hetu, udaharana, upanaya and 


nigamana. 


Following is the refutation of each part: 
A. Pratifia 

One standard laksana of pratijfia is; statement of the paksa with a desire to 
make something known.826 Anandajfiana asks about whose desire is it? If it is of the 


vadin, then there would be avyapti in the pratijfia of prativadin and if it is that of the 


825 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


826 pratipipadayisaya paksavacanam pratijfia - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 94 
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prativadin, there would be avyapti in the pratijfia of vadin.827 Even if one takes the 
desire either of vadin or prativadin, the fault of avyapti remains.828 Even if the 
madhyastha (moderator) possesses the said desire, the fault would remain.829 If the 
said desire is extended to the hetu, and so forth, then there would be ativyapti.82° The 
said desire cannot be regarding the sadhya alone, because such statements of paksa 
are also seen, which are made with such a desire regarding hetu, and so forth.83! Even 
if the word ‘alone' (as in sadhya alone) is removed and the statement is said to be 
about the desire regarding sadhya, then sadhya should be stated.832 If the sadhya is 
that which is sandigdha (doubtful) and the doubt is in the vadin, the statement of 
paksa with a desire to make such a sadhya known is not possible.833 If one is 
themselves doubtful regarding a thing, to cause knowledge regarding it in someone 
else, is not something that a pramanika person would do.834 The prativadin has 
ascertained the thing to be otherwise and in case he does not know it at all, there is no 


room for doubt.835 Hence, the doubt in both vadin and prativadin is to be refuted.83¢ It 


tathabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 94 

828 vadiprativadinoh anyatarasya pratipipadayisayam api darSitadosavisesat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 94 
829 madhyasthasya tathatve'pi tathatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 94 

830 hetvadipratipadanecchaya ca uktapaksanuvade ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 94 


831 sadhyasyaiva pratipadanecchaya tadvacanam tatha iti cet na hetvaderapi pratipadanecchaya 
tadvacanadarSanat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 94 


832 evakaram tyaktva tadvacanam tatha ityukte'pi sadhyasya vaktavyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 94 
833 sandigdhasya tathatve vadinah sandehe tatpratipadanecchaya paksavacanasambhavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 94 


The text reads 'paksavacanasambhavat', which should instead be 'paksavacanasambhavat'. 


834 na hi svasya sandigdham parasmai pratipadayitum pramanikaprayatno yuktah - TS (Pariccheda 2), 
p. 94 


835 prativadinasca anyathaiva niscayat apratipatterva sandehayogat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 94 


836 evam ubhayorapi sandeho nirasantyah - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 94 
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is not the case that only that which is doubtful becomes the sadhya, because that 
which is unknown on account of being known incorrectly, also becomes one.®37 It is 
also not the case that only the thing which is desired to be made known becomes the 
sadhya, because even the thing which is desired to be refuted is also accepted as being 
a sadhya.838 Also, that which is desired to be known correctly, is not a sadhya, because 
the same fault shall remain and because sadhyatva resides elsewhere too.839 

The general laksana of paksa which is; the dharmin which is connected with 
the sadhyadharma (the thing to be proved) is paksa, is refuted because even sapaksa 
possesses the relation with the sadhyadharma.*4° To say that sapaksa possesses the 
relation with a dharma similar to sadhyadharma, is wrong because even that which is 
similar to sadhya is called sadhya, just as something that is generically similar to a pot 


is called a pot.84! 


B. Hetu 
To define hetu as the statement of linga, which makes the sadhanatva known, 
is wrong because sadhana is defined as karana (the most important cause) for the 


pramiti (true knowledge) of sadhya, which resides in hetu alone, and hence it leads to 


837 na ca sandigdhasyaiva sadhyatvam anyathajfiatasya ajfiatatvabhyupagamat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
94 


838 napi pratipipadayisitataya tathatvam dudisayisitasyapi prathane tathatvangikarat - TS (Pariccheda 
2), p. 94 

The text reads 'pratipipadayisitaya’ which should be 'pratipipadayisitataya’, and 'prathame' should be 
‘prathane'. 


839 na ca pramitsitasya tasya sadhyatvam uktadosavisesat anyatrapi ca tadbhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), 
p. 94 


840 etena sadhyadharmavisisto dharmi paksah iti pratiksiptam sapakse'pi sadhyadharmavaisistyasya 
spastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 94 


841 tatsamanadharmavaisistyam eva tatra iti cet na sadhyasamanasyapi sadhyasabdavacyatvat 
ghatasamanajatiyasyapi ghatasabdatvadarsanat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 94 
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atmasraya fault.842 Also, in anumiti, sadhanatva and lingatva are synonymous, hence 


to establish linga through sadhanatva leads to itaretarasraya fault.843 


C. Udaharana/Drstanta 

If it is defined as the statement of a samyak (valid) drstanta, then the statement 
based on anvaya will not apply to the vaidharmya udaharana (example based on 
difference), and that which is based on vyatireka will not apply to the sadharmya 
udaharana (example based on similarity), leading to avyapti.844 Even if the statement 
is taken to be a combination of both anvaya and vyatireka, it would be absent each in 
anvayin and vyatirekin hetu, leading to avyapti.845 Samyaktva has been refuted, hence 
this laksana is not correct.846 Also, by the word 'drstanta', it is udaharana alone which 
is stated, hence there is 4tmasraya fault and if it is said to be something else, it would 
contradict its being called an udaharana.847 

If it is defined as that where the knowledge of both the laukika (layperson) as 
well as partksaka (expert/investigator) is the same, then the problem is that it cannot 


be said about all of them, because the sameness of knowledge regarding one thing, or 


842 vattu sadhanatvakhyapakam lingavacanam hetuh iti tat ayuktam/ ... sadhyapramitikaranatvam hi 
sadhanatvam tacca hetoreva iti Atmasrayatvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 95 


843 sadhanatvalingatvayosca anumitau ekarthatvena paryayatvam tena ca lingavyavasthapanat 
itaretarasrayatvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 95 


844 samyagdrstantabhidhanam udaharanam ityapi na/ ... anvayamukhena drstantabhidhanasya 
vaidharmyodaharane vyatirekamukhena tadvacanasya ca sadharmyodaharane'bhavat avyapteh 
vyaktatvat na uktam tallaksanam yuktam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 99 

845 ubhayatha tadabhidhanasya ca anvayini vyatirekini ca abhavat avyaptih - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 99 
846 samyaktvasya ca pratyuktatvat kuto yathoktam laksanam sidhyet - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 99 


847 drstantasabdena ca udaharanasyaiva nirdesat 4tmasrayatvam anyatha tadabhidhanasya 
udaharanatvavyahatih - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 99 
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all of them cannot be ascertained and if it is about such sameness of some, then it 
applies even to that which isn't a drstanta.848 

If it is defined as the substratum of vyapti, then as vyapti has been shown to be 
inexplicable, such a substratum also cannot be demonstrated, which leads to even this 


laksana becoming unreasonable.*49 


D. Upanaya 


The laksana of upanaya is; the statement which, on the basis of upamana 
(similarity) of the drstanta, makes the vyapti known in the paksa on the basis of a 
sadhana, of which the avinabhava is established.85° The laksana is not correct because 
drstanta and avinabhava, along with vyapti and paksa have been already refuted.%5! 
Also, sadhana, which is the synonym of hetu, possesses five parts and due to that, its 
being a possessor of upanaya leads to atmasraya fault, or else if it is mentioned 
otherwise somewhere else, it would be superfluous.852 In the case of upamana, if it is 


in the form of sadharmya, it wouldn't apply to the vaidharmya upanaya and if it is in 


848 yatra laukikapariksakabuddhisamyam sa drstantah iti na sarvesam tesAam ekatra buddhisamyasya 
nirdharayitum asakyatvat katipayatadiyabuddhisamyasya adrstante'pi spastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
99 


849 vyaptibhtmih drstantah ityapi na/ ... yada vyaptireva vaktum asakya iti uktam tada 
tadgrahanasthalasya darsayitum aSakyatvat na idam laksanam udaharanasya yuktam - TS (Pariccheda 
2), p. 99 


850 drstante prasiddhavinabhavasya sadhanasya drstantopamanena pakse vyaptikhyapakam vacanam 
upanayah - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 100 


851 drstantavinabhavayoh vyaptipaksayosca prageva pratiksiptatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 100 


852 hetuparyayasya ca sadhanasya paficavayavabhajo yathoktopanayabhaktvena atmasrayatvat anyatha 
anyatrapi tadupanyasavaiyarthyat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 100 
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the form of vaidharmya, it wouldn't apply to the sadharmya upanaya, leading to the 


fault of avyapti.853 


E. Nigamana 


If it is defined as 'the re-statement of pratijfia inclusive of hetu after upanaya’, 
then it is wrong because upanaya has been refuted, due to which the visesana ‘after 
upanaya' is not possible.854 As the hetu is the avayavin of nigamana, stating 'inclusive 
of hetu' leads to svasraya fault, or else if it is stated in another way elsewhere, it shall 
be superfluous.855 Also, pratijfia has been refuted.85¢ 

Analysis. In the refutation of pratijfia, Anandajfiana's first point of criticism 
was the locus of the pratipipadayisa (the desire to make known). He attempted to 
show that it cannot be ascertained to reside anywhere in the three participants of the 
vada, which is, vadin, prativadin and madhyastha. The main fault he showed in the 
said desire was avyapti. He also pointed out that the said desire can also be of disana 
(refutation) and not just of pratipadana (making known). The refutation of paksa also 
seems reasonable. 

The refutation of hetu was on the basis of both hetu and linga being 
synonymous, and also that sadhanatva, a major constituent of the laksana of hetu, is a 


characteristic which belongs to sadhana or hetu alone, hence it leads to atmasraya 


853 ypamanasya ca sadharmyaripatve vaidharmyaripatve vaidharmyopanaye sadharmyopanaye 
va'bhavat avyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 100 


apanitatvena upanayanantaram iti visesanasya asambhavitvena dustatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 100 


855 hetosca nigamanavayavitve sahetukam iti vadata svaSrayatvapatteh anyatha anyatrapi tadukteh 
aphalatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 100 
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fault. The refutation of udaharana was variously on the basis of synonymity of 
udaharana and drstanta, on the basis of agreement of laukika and pariksaka, and on 
the basis of vyapti. The faults pointed out by Anandajfiana seem reasonable. 

The laksana of upanaya was constituted by the already refuted terms like 
drstanta, avinabhava, sadhana, paksa and vyapti. Hence, its refutation could've been 
done simply by stating that these terms have been refuted. Instead, Anandajfiana 
indulges in brief individual refutations of the sadhana and upamana, which do not 
seem necessary. 

The refutation of nigamana too could have been done straightaway by 
mentioning the refutation of upanaya alone. But after stating that, Anandajfiana 
individually refutes the part of the laksana which had ‘hetu' in it. The nigamana being 
the re-statement of pratijiia and as it is to happen after upanaya, it already stands 
refuted, because both of them have been refuted earlier. 

This refutation is important for both Vaisesika and Nyaya darsana-s because it 
is here, that is, in pararthanumana that the formal logic of both is established. A 
refutation of this leads to the removal of any solid basis of vada. The faults seem 
reasonable because the laksana-s are very general, which leave a lot of room for 
ativyapti, avyapti, and other faults. 

The terms used here for the five avayava-s are the ones accepted by the Nyaya 
darsana and not Vaisesika darsana. In the Vaisesika darsana, hetu is apadesa, 


udaharana is nidarsana, upanaya is anusandhana and nigamana is pratyamnaya.857 


857 PDS (Avayavaprakarana), p. 186 
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3.2.13 Katha, Vada, Jalpa and Vitanda 
A. Katha 

The laksana of katha is; the taking into consideration of the paksa and 
pratipaksa of vadin and prativadin.858 Here, there is avyapti in case a specific paksa 
and a specific pratipaksa is taken up by a specific vadin and a specific prativadin 
respectively, because there cannot be anugama in another such katha.859 The visesa-s, 
which are excluded from one another, cannot have anugama and if one takes it to be 
the case of samanya, there would be asambhavitva fault.8 A katha in which there is a 
paksasamanya (paksa in general), a pratipaksasamanya, and so forth, is not 
established in the world, because a katha is based on visesa.8°! Even if one takes their 
viSesa-s during a specific kathakala (period or session of discussion), there would not 
be anugama of the laksana.8°2 If the paksa and pratipaksa taken into consideration are 
pramita (truly known), or are apramita (not truly known), then the katha would be of 
no use.’ In case it is pramita and the ascertainment of both vadin and prativadin is 
already proved, such a katha based on vicara (deliberation), which aims at such an 


ascertainment, cannot begin.864 If it is said that its purpose is to convey such an 


858 vadiprativadinoh paksapratipaksaparigrahah katha - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 100 


859 na hi vadivisesena paksavisesam grhitva prativadivisesena ca pratipaksavisesam Adaya kriyamana 
katha visistapaksanivista tadrgeva kathantaram anugantum arhati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 101 


860 vigesanam mithovyavrttanam anyonyanuvrtteh ayuktatvat tatsamanyoktau ca asambhavitvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 101 


861 na hi vadiprativadisabdabhyam paksapratipaksaSabdabhyam ca tattatsamanyasangrahe 
kathapravrttih upapadyate tatsamanyanirvartyakathayah lokasiddhatvabhavat tasyah visesanusaritvat - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 101 


862 tattatkathakale sannihitatattadvyaktivisesoktau api laksanasya ananugatarthatvat - TS (Pariccheda 
2), p. 101 


863 parigrahasya ca pramitatve apramitatve ca kathayah viphalatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 101 


864 na hi paksadiparigrahasya pramitatve ca vadiprativadinoh ubhayorapi nirdharanasya siddhatvat 
tadarthyena vicaratmakakathaprarambhah sambhavati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 101 
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ascertainment of a vadin to the other, then such a conveying, being an effect of 
pramana, it should be stated here as the result of pramana (instead of being stated as a 
result of katha).865 

If it is defined as being of the form of the statement of pramana and that which 
conveys its qualities and faults, then the previous laksana would be disregarded.8° 
And because pramana and so forth have been refuted, this laksana cannot be 
accepted.867 When pramana has been refuted both as samanya and visesa, a katha 
based on its statement and the deliberation of its qualities and so forth, cannot be 


proved.868 


B. Vada 

Vada is defined as that in which proof and disproof is based on pramana and 
tarka, is not against siddhanta, possesses the five parts, where paksa and pratipaksa 
are taken for consideration.8© There is lack of anugama because a specific vada which 
is based on specific sadhana and so forth, based on specific individual pramana-s, 
cannot have anugama with another vada.870 Also, even if one specific vada isn't 


opposed to a specific part of the siddhanta, it does not stop opposition in the vada 


865 pratyekam vadino nirnaye'pi parasya tathajfapanaya katha iti cet na tajjiapanasya 
pramanaphalataya tasyaiva vaktavyaktvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 101 


866 taduktitadgunadosaniripanatmika sa iti cet na tatha sati pirvalaksanopeksaprasangat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 101 


867 na ca idameva astu laksanam pramanadeh apakrtatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 101 


868 na hi pramanasya samanyato visesatasca nirakrtatvat taduktirva tadgunadivicaranatmika va 
vacanasandrbdhih sidhyati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 101 


869 pramanatarkasadhanopalambhah siddhantaviruddhah paficavayavopapannah 
paksapratipaksaparigraho vadah - TS (Pariccheda 2), 101 


870 pramanadivyaktivisesayattasadhanadivisesabhajo vadasya vadantare anugateh ayogat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 101 
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regarding another specific part of that siddhanta.87! No vada has been ascertained to 
exist which is based on a pramanasamanya (pramana in general) and tarkasamanya, 
and possesses sadhanasamanya and so forth, and is unopposed to 
siddhantasamanya.872 

If being a possessor of the five parts means being the possessor of pratijfia and 
so forth, or being the possessor of paksadharmatva and so forth, then it is refuted both 
ways, because it was expressible by the word 'pramana' itself, and hence this leads to 
the punarukti fault (re-statement).873 Anumana also is a pramana and it has been 
accepted as being a possessor of the five parts, so the meaning is understood by the 
word 'pramana' itself, leading to punarukti fault.87* One may say that the five parts 
are; proving one's own paksa, refuting the pratipaksa, to examine the proof, to 
examine the refutation, and excluding the faults of apaSabda.875 The problem with this 
statement is that the words 'sadhana' and ‘upalambha' already express the same 
meaning, hence again it leads to the punarukti fault.87° Also, if the exclusion of the 
faults of apasSabda means exclusion of some fault, it would be possible even in the 


case where some other fault still exists in it, and if it means exclusion of all faults, 


871 na ca siddhantavyakteh aviruddho'pi siddhantavyaktyantaraviruddhatam niroddhum arhati - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 101 


872 na hi pramanamatram tarkamatram ca nimittikrtya sidhanadimatrabhagi siddhantamatraviruddho 
vado nama kascit niscito'sti - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 101 


873 kim ca paficavayavopapannatvam pratijfiadyavayavabhaktvam paksadharmatvadiripatvam va na 
ubhayatha'pi pramanapadena gatarthataya punaruktiprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), pp. 101-102 


874 anumanamapi pramanam tatra ca paficavayavopapannatvam upagatam tatha ca pramanapadenaiva 
asya praptatvat katham punaruktau punaruktih na bhavet - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 102 


875 napi svapaksasadhanam pratipaksadiisanam tayoh samarthanam apasabdadosavarjanam ca tatha - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), 102 
The text reads 'parapaksagrahanam' which should be 'pratipaksadtisanam'. 


876 sadhanopalambhapadabhyam gatatvena punaruktitadavasthyat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 102 
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then it cannot be known, because there would be not limit to the 'all', keeping in view 
the people of past, present and future.877 

The next laksana of vada is; the katha of those who are desireless.878 
Anandajfiana asks if such a katha is vada alone, or if the katha of such people alone is 
vada. The first option is countered by him by saying that even those who are 
desireless, sometimes enter into jalpa, and so forth for the sake of safeguarding the 
vaidika-marga (the way of Veda-s).879 It is seen that when astikamarga, which is in 
accordance with the sruti and smrti, is being attacked by the nastika-s, even those who 
have neither attachment nor aversion, eagerly involve themselves into activity aimed 
to protect the astikamarga and cause its growth.880 Such an activity is not elsewhere 
than jalpa, and so forth.88! The second option is refuted by the refutation of katha and 
also because even the one who is passionate, does enter into such an act due to a 
specific purpose.882 

With this the next laksana is refuted, which is; a katha which is a collection of 


statements of desireless Guru and Sisya, which is of the form of question and answer, 


877 na ca Sabdadosavarjanam yatikificiddtisananirharanam dosabhedabhaktve'pi tatsambhavat na ca 
sarvadosanirasanam tasya durjhanatvat bhttabhavisyadvartamanapurusotpreksaya nirankusatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 102 

The text reads 'bhttabhavisyadvartamanapurusotpreksayoh', which should be 
‘phitabhavisyadvartamanapurusotpreksaya’. 


878 vitaragakatha vadah - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 102 


879 kim hi vitaragasya katha vada eveti niyamyate kim va tasyaiva katha vadah iti ucyate na adyah 
vitaragasyapi kadacit vaidikamargaparipalanaya jalpadau pravrtteh istatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 102 


880 drsyate hi mlecchaprayaih atitucchaih nastikaih astikamarge Srutismrtyanusarini paribhiite 
paranmukhesu chandasesu svacchadhiyam vigataragadvesanamapi tadvrddhisamraksanartham 
samrambhena pravrttih - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 102 

881 na ca tadrsi pravrttih jalpadeh anyatra kalpate - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 102 


882 na ca vitaragasyaiva katha vadah syat iti vacyam samanyalaksananirasenaiva nirastatvat 
saragasyapi tatra prayojanavisesavivaksaya pravrttidarsanat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 102 
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is vada.883 Not everywhere are the Guru and Sisya desireless, because they desire an 
ascertainment through a discussion.8%4 At other places, even when one desires to win, 


there is lack of desire or passion.885 


C. Jalpa 


The laksana of jalpa is; that which possesses the characteristics of vada, where 
the proving and refuting is done through chala, jati and nigrahasthana.88° The laksana 
of vada has been refuted, due to which the visesana 'that which possesses the 
characteristics of vada' is incorrect, whereas chala and so forth shall be refuted next, 
and the proof and refutation based on them are only apparent.887 In case they are not 
apparent, then the answers through these would be true, and hence the laksana of jalpa 


would not apply.888 


D. Vitanda 
Vitanda is defined as that (jalpa) which lacks in the establishing of one's own 


paksa (thesis).889 Because both vada and jalpa have been refuted, the pronoun 'that' is 


883 etena vitaragayoh gurusisyayoh vacanasandrbdhiripa prasnaprativacanatmika katha tatha iti 
nirastam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 102 


884 na khalu gurusisyayorapi sarvatra vitaragatvam tatra nirnayarthitvabhyupagamat - TS (Pariccheda 
2), p. 102 


885 kvacit punah vitaragatvam satyamapi vijigisayam upapadyate - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 102 

886 yathoktopapannah chalajatinigrahasthanasadhanopalambho jalpah - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 102 
887 vadalaksanasya prageva pratiksiptataya yathoktopapannatvavisesanasya anupapannatvat 
chaladinam ca nirakarisyamanatvat taisca sadhanopalambhayoh abhasatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), pp. 
102-103 


888 anyatha tesamapi saduttarasya prasangat na kalpate jalpalaksanam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 


889 sa pratipaksasthapanahino vitanda - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 
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supportless.89° If the paksa is specific, then the lack of its being established is proved 
in all katha-s.89! If the paksa is not specific, even then the same fault would be 
there.8°2 Hence, no katha by the name of vitanda rises to the heart of a wise human.’ 

Analysis. The main argument used by Anandajfiana here is based on the 
dichotomy of visesa (specific) and samanya (general). He has attempted to show that 
in any case, all such formats are based on visesa, which is a viSesa vadin having a 
visesa paksa, a viSesa prativadin having a viSesa pratipaksa. In this sense, a specific 
katha cannot have anything common with another such specific katha. 

In this very manner Anandajfiana has countered the first laksana of vada. For 
some reason, instead of saying that pramana has been refuted, he accepts the 
‘pramana' as a valid constituent and even suggests anumana being a pramana. This 
seems unreasonable because upto this point, he has countered both pramana in 
general, and anumana specifically. 

The second laksana of vada, based on the absence of desire or passion, is too 
narrow. The laksana of jalpa being based on vada, was first countered by Anandajfiana 
on that very basis, because vada had already been countered by him. He then gives an 
important observation, that the proof and refutation in jalpa, which are done on the 
basis of chala and jati, are actually only semblances of proof and refutation. 

Then Anandajfiana counters vitanda based on the previous refutations of vada 


and jalpa. This is important because generally, the technique which Anandajfiana 


890 vadajalpayoh ubhayorapi nirastataya sarvanamno niralambanatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 


891 paksasya ca visesatve tadtyasthapanarahityasya sarvakathasvapi siddhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
103 


892 paksamatrasthapanahinatvasyapi tathatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 


893 na kacit vitanda nama katha panditahrdayapundarikam adhirohati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 
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seems to use is termed as vitanda. With his counter of vitanda, his method may not be 
termed as vitanda. Nevertheless, this refutation could have been brief enough to not 
leave any room for accepting something previously refuted (pramana and anuméana) 
as valid. Here also, the concepts of which a refutation has been attempted are from the 


Nyaya darSana. 


3.2.14 Chala, Jati and Nigrahasthana 
A. Chala 

Chala is defined as the act of refuting a word by creating an unintended 
meaning of it.8°4 Anandajfiana counters it by asking if this unintended-ness belongs to 
any one of the vadin, prativadin and the madhyastha, or does it belong to all of 
them?895 In case it belongs to any one of them, there would be avyapti, because if 
something is chala on the basis of the said unintended-ness of say a vadin, then it 
would exclude those of prativadin and madhyastha from the category of chala.8% If 
the said unintended-ness is to be of anyone of them, then in the absence of 
ascertainment of the locus, the vakya would be useless, because if the word and its 
meaning are not determined, any sentence which is based on them, which is to be 


used to make its meaning known, would be insufficient for that purpose.8°” If the 


894 anabhipretarthakalpanaya Sabdadiisanam chalam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 


895 kimiha vadiprativadimadhyasthanam anyatamasya anabhipretatvam sarvesam va - TS (Pariccheda 
2), p. 103 


896 prathame katham na avyaptih anyatamasya vaditve prativaditve madhyasthatve va 
tattadanabhipretarthakalpanaya tattaditarattaddtisanavacanasya chalatvanupapattiprasangat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 103 

In the text, this sentence begins with 'kifica atra pramanamapi', which seems to be an erroneous 
addition. 


897 yasya kasyacit ityanirnaye ca vakyasya aparthakyam apadyeta padarthanirdharanasiddhau 
tadanvitavisistarthabodhane vakyasya asamarthatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 
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unintended-ness belongs to all of them, then it cannot be known.898 Someone who is 
not omniscient cannot know the unintended-ness regarding a meaning, of all the 
vadin-s, prativadin-s and madhyastha-s of the past, present and future.899 

The other laksana of chala is; the statement of refutation based on the creation 
of an unintended meaning of the speaker.9° This laksana is refuted on the basis of the 
refutation of the previous one, because here also the meaning of the word cannot be 


decided due to the lack of ascertainment.?°! 


B. Jati 

Jati is defined as the incidence of self-contradiction.%2 The word 'self' (sva) is 
the object of either vadin or prativadin, or it is the object of 'incident' (prasanga).903 In 
the fist case, if it is the object of vadin, then if it brings about the contradiction 
regarding the vadin and it is called the jati of vadin, it would not apply to prativadin, 
and vice versa.9°4 In the second option, if it is the object of a specific incidence 


(prasangavisesa), then there would be avyapti.%5 If a specific incidence brings about 


898 na dvitiyah sarvesam anabhipretatvasya durjfianatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 


899 na hi bhiitanam bhavisyatam ca sarvesam vadiprabhrtininam anabhipretatvam kutracidarthe 
kasyacit asarvajfasya vijnhatum Sakyate - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 


909 prayoktuh anabhipretarthakalpanaya pratisedhavacanam chalam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 
901 prayoktuh Sabdarthasya praguktanyayena vikalpasahatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 
902 svavyaghataprasango jatih - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 


903 svasabdasya vadiprativadinoh anyataravisayatvam prasangavisayatvam va - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
103 


904 yadi vadino vyaghatam apadayan prasangah tadiyasya jatih ucyate tarhi prativadino vyaghati 
prasango na jatih bhavitum arhati - TS (Pariccheda 2), pp. 103-104 


905 prasangasya svasabdarthatve tadvisesavivaksayam avyaptih - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 
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the contradiction of itself, it does not do the same to another incidence.%¢ If the object 
is a general incidence, it leads to asambhavitva fault because if there is an incidence 
of contradiction, it does not lead to all other incidences becoming contradictory.9°7 
Also, contradiction is of the form of two opposing points, and hence it cannot be 
applied in general to all jati-s, because even if there is one in a specific incidence, it 
shall be absent in all (together at one time).9°8 If it being apparent, becomes 
omnipresent, it would be present even in those which are not jati-s, because apparent 
contradiction can be everywhere.%? While being deliberated, contradiction is not 
proved anywhere.?!9 

This way, the second laksana of jati is refuted, which is; the self-contradictory 
answer.9!! The third laksana of jati is; an incidence due to a intention of making 
equal.?!2 If the intention is regarding a specific hetu, then there would be avyapti with 
regard to the other hetu-s.9!3 If in one incidence one intends to equalise one's specific 
faulty hetu with that of the other, then in another incidence with a different hetu, such 


jati would be absent.?!4 There would be the asambhavitva fault in the case of hetu in 


906 prasangaviseso hi svasya vyahatim avahannapi na prasangantaram askandati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
104 


907 tanmatravivaksayam asambhavitvam / na hi kutracit prasange vyaghatabhaji sarve prasangah tatha 
bhavitum utsahante - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 


908 vyaghatasca mithovirodhyatma kutah sarvesu jatibhedesu sambhavati kvacit tadbhave'pi sarvatra 
tadabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 


909 yathakathaficit tasya sarvatrikatve'pi sa cet apatikah syat ajatisvapi bhavet pratibhasikasya 
vyaghatasya sarvatra sulabhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 


910 nirtipyamane tu na kvacidapi vyaghatah sidhyati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 
911 etena svavyaghatakam uttaram jatih ityapi pratyuktam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 
912 samikaranabhiprayena prasango jatih - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 


913 samikaranabhiprayasya hetuvisesavisayatvavivaksayam avyaptih apadyeta - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
104 


914 svakiyena dustena hetuvisesena saha parakiyasya hetuvisesasya samikaranabhiprete'pi 
prasangantare hetubhedadeva tadabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 
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general, because such an intention is not possible between one's own hetusamanya 
and the opponent's hetusamanya.?!5 With this is refuted the fourth laksana of jati, 


which is the incidence by the vadin, with the desire to equalise with the prativadin.?!6 


C. Nigrahasthana 


Nigrahasthana is defined as the nimitta (cause) of defeat.°!7 Anandajfiana 
points out that because even adrsta and so forth are nimitta-s, this would lead to 
ativyapti in them, because they are considered to be the nimitta-s of all that is born.?!8 
The uniqueness of the nimitta has been already refuted, which does not remove the 
vyabhicara.9!9 If the word 'nimitta' is the object of 'linga’, then the word 'linga' being 
the object of avinabhita (that which has avinabhava), and as avinabhava has been 
refuted, the fault of asambhavitva will be incurred.°2° If nimitta is taken to be 'that 
which illumines' (makes appear), as its karanatva (related to illumining) residing in 
adrsta and so forth has been accepted, it leads to ativyapti.92! Its karanatva is refuted 


by the refutation of karana, leading to asambhavitva fault.922 


915 hetumatratvabhidhitsayam ca asambhavi laksanam bhavet/ na hi svakiyena hetumatrena 
paraktyasya hetumatrasya samikaranabhiprayah sambhavati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 


916 etena vadina prativadinah samikaranam abhipretya prasafijanam iti pratyidham - TS (Pariccheda 
2), p. 104 
The text reads 'prativadina prativadinah', which should be 'vadina prativadinah'. 


917 parajayanimittam nigrahasthanam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 


918 adrstadeh sarvotpattimannimittatvasya parajaye'pi nimittatvat tatra ativyaptih apatati - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 104 


919 asadharanyam tu prageva disitatvat na vyabhicaram varayati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 


920 yadi tu nimittasabdasya lingavisayatvat na adrstadau ativyaptih tada lingasabdasya 
avinabhitavisayatvat avinabhavasya nirastatvat asambhavitvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), pp. 104-105 


921 tadavadyotakasya tadarthatve tatkaranatvasya adrstadau api istatvat uktativyapteh uddharasiddheh - 
TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 105 


922 tatkaranatvasya tathatve karananirakaranadeva asambhavitvatadavasthyam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 
105 


215 


The other laksana of nigrahasthana is; that which points out the inability of the 
kathaka (speaker), is nigrahasthana.923 To say that it points out the inability of a 
kathaka or two katha-s, leads to ativyapti in a bad dream and a bad omen.%4 Even if it 
is specified by adding 'in the katha’, the expression 'of two katha-s' is inexplicable, due 
to which this laksana is not correct.95 

Analysis. The counter against chala was based on the locus of the unintended- 
ness, which, if it is one of the vadin, prativadin and madhyastha, there would be 
avyapti in the similar instances of the others. Such unintended-ness common to all of 
the said three, including those in past and future, cannot be known. Anandajfiana says 
that it also cannot be the case that such an unintended-ness could be of anyone 
(implying an unfixed locus), because in that case there would be no ascertainment of 
the word and meaning. Because the meaning varies according to the speaker's 
intention, ascertaining the speaker is necessary. This argument could be taken ahead 
and it could be said that to say that it could be of anyone, it would then apply to 
instances outside the purview of jalpa also, because not all situations are that of a 
formal jalpa, and not everyone is a vadin, prativadin and madhyastha. 

Similar counter is provided by Anandajfiana against jati, by first asking about 
the locus of the word 'sva' and showing how in specific instances there would be 
avyapti. The laksana based on samikarana (equalisation) between hetu-s, is countered 


on the ground of specificity. 


923 kathakasaktisticakam nigrahasthanam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 105 


924 kathakasya kathayorva yat asaktim siicayati tat nigrahasthanam ityukte duhsvapnadurnimittayorapi 
tathatvat ativyaptih - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 105 


925 tasya tayorva kathayam asaktisicakam tatha iti visesane'pi pirvoktanyayena kathayordurvacatvat 
na uktam laksanam yuktam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 105 
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In the counter against nigrahasthana, Anandajfiana as usual picks up the word 
‘nimitta' and shows its ativyapti in adrsta and so forth. The second laksana of 
nigrahasthana seems to have some error in the part where the discussion begins. In the 
phrase 'kathakasya va kathayorva’, the 'kathayoh' may either be 'kathakayoh', or may 
have the meaning of the seventh declension instead of the sixth. The original laksana 
has only 'kathaka', hence it should be the case that Anandajfiana has taken another 
laksana, which he mentions in his Tattvaloka, which has the word 'katha' instead of 
"kathaka' 926 

Again, this portion of refutation is based on the concepts of Nyaya darsana. 
From 3.2.12 to 3.2.14, the concepts of Nyaya darsana have been challenged, although 
the main goal of Tarkasangraha is to refute the Vaisesika darsana. This shows that by 
the time Anandajfiana had composed his Tarkasangraha, Nyadya and Vaisesika 


darsana-s may have been clubbed together in the form of Tarkasastra. 


926 katha'saktistcakam - VTL (Dvitiya Adhyaya), p. 39 
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Chapter 4 
REFUTATIONS IN THE 


TRTIYA PARICCHEDA 


Chapter 4 


REFUTATIONS IN THE TRTIYA PARICCHEDA 


Samanya and visesa are both said to reside in dravya, guna and karman.927 
Also, guna and karman both reside in the dravya through samavaya relation.928 As 
dravya itself has been already refuted by Anandajfiana,929 there does not seem to be 
any need to separately refute samanya, visesa and samavaya, because these three 
reside primarily in dravya-s. But as has been stated in chapter 2, before refuting 
dravya, the author has refuted the idea that these other padartha-s are dependent on 
dravya. It may be because of this reason that Anandajfiana had to refute them 
individually. In this chapter, the refutations of samanya, viSesa, samavaya and abhava 
have been included. The refutation of abhava has been categorised as a secondary, 


whereas that of samanya, viSesa and samavaya have been categorised as primary. 


4.1 Primary Refutations 
4.1.1 Sadmdanya 
As indicated by T. M. Tripathi, after the refutation of Sabda, some part of the 


manuscript is missing. This is further evident from the fact that the refutation of 


927 dravyadinam trayanamapi sattasambandhah samanyavisesavattvam ... - PDS 
(Sadharmyavaidharmyaprakarana), pp. 7-8 


928 kriyagunvat samavayikaranamiti dravyalaksanam - Vaisesikasiitra 1.1.15. 

On this, the Upaskara commentary reads; kriyasca gunasca vidyante'sminniti kriyagunavat. 
KeSavamisra says regarding samavaya; ayutasiddhayoh sambandhah samavayah (TB, 
Pramanapadartha, p. 29). Then reads two combinations under the list of ayutasiddha-s ; gunaguninau 
kriyakriyavantau, in which gunin and kriyavat is dravya. 


929 dravyam punah adhastadeva nirastam - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 

nirastam hi dravyadhikare dravyatvam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 

yadyapi dravyesu nirakrtesu tatparadhina guna nirakrta bhavantiti - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 56 
dravyasya tadasamavayinoh gunatvasya ca aprasiddhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 69 
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samanya which is available in the text begins with the refutation of one particular 
meaning of the 'anekasamavetatvam’' (residing in multiple entities through samavaya), 
which is a part of a laksana of samanya.93° It is hence inferred that before the 
available portion of this part, Anandajfiana seems to have refuted the words 'nitya’ and 
one particular interpretation of 'aneckasamavetatvam'.%! 

The laksana of samanya which has been refuted here seems to be; the cause of 
the knowledge of genericity, which is one, eternal and resides in multiple entities 
through samavaya, resides everywhere.%?2 
The refutation is as follows. 

Refutation of 'anekasamaveta'. Anandajfiana takes one interpretation of 
'anekasamavetatva' (‘being inherent in multiple entities'), which is 'being inherent 
in that which is specified by anekatva sankhya'.933 Sankhya being a guna, is said 
to reside in dravya-s only. So there would be no room for the jati-s like gunatva 
and so forth.934 Also, in the absence of sankhya, there can be no svartipabheda in 


them, as is in the case of akasa and so forth.%5 


930 nityatve satyanekasamavetam 
This is found in MM (Samanyaprakarana, Jatinirtipana), p. 126 


931 Citsukha mentions some: kimanekatvasamkhyavisistesu samavetatvam anekasamavetatvam, 
utaSrayapratiyogikanyonyabhavavatsamavetatvam, ahosvit 
svasrayapratiyogikanyonyabhavavatsamavetatvam - TP (Dvittya Pariccheda), p. 487 

932 anuvrttapratyayakaranam nityamekam sarvagatam anekasamavetam 

933 anekatvasankhyavisiste samavetatvam - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 121 


934 na hi dravyatiriktesu anekatvasankhya asti - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 121 


935 na khalu anekatvabhave svariipabhedavattvam akasadau adaréanat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 121 
The text reads 'svaripabhedatvam', which should be 'svartipabhedavattvam'. 
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Refutation of 'svavisayasarvagatatva'. Samanya is taken to be residing in all 
of its visaya-s (substrata). Anandajfiana says that not only samanya, but guna-s 
like ripa and so forth also reside in the whole of their dravya-s.936 

Refutation of ‘anuvrttabuddhinimittatva'. Samanya is taken to be the 
nimitta (cause) of the knowledge of anuvrtti (genericity). Anandajfiana says that 
adrsta and so forth, also being categorised as nimitta causes, would become 
nimitta-s of anuvrttabuddhi, and adds that uniqueness has been refuted.937 

Refutation of the idea that sattva is samanya alone. It cannot be strictly 
said that sattva is samanya alone, which is, it is only anuvrtta (generic) in entities, 
because although it is anuvrtta in the former three padartha-s namely, dravya, guna 
and karman, it is vyavrtta (excluded) from the latter three padartha-s namely, 
samanya, viSesa and samavaya.%8 If sattva is samanya just because of anuvrtti, 
then for example, in all those which are gunavat (possessors of guna-s), just 
because there is anuvrtti of dravyatva, dravyatva too would become samanya 
(instead of just one of the many samanya-s).%9 

Refutation of the difference between sattva and visesa like dravyatva and 


so forth. Samanya like dravyatva is anuvrtta in prthivi and so forth, but vyavrtta 


936 na ca svavisayasarvagatatvam rupadavapi tulyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 121 


937 na ca anuvrttibuddhinimittatvam adrstaderapi tathatvat asadharanyasya nirastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 
3), p. 121 

The text reads 'vyavrttesca' before 'anuvrttibuddhinimittatvam', which seems to be an erroneous 
addition by the scribe. In the next verse, Anandajfiana says 'nanuvrttadhiyo heturadrstadavapistatah', 
which implies that he did not talk about vyavrtti here. 


938 na hi sattvam samanyameva iti niyantum sakyam tasya pirvatrikena anuvrttatve'pi itaratrike 
vyavrttatvasya avisistatvena drstatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 121 

Its vyavrttatva from samanya, visesa and samavaya is implied in PDS's 
Sadharmyavaidharmyaprakarana, which says; 'samanyadinam trayanam ... 
asamanyavisesavattvam' (PDS, p. 9). 


939 sAmanyavatsu anuvrttimatrena tanniyame gunavatsu anuvrttimatrena dravyatvasyapi tanniyamah 
syat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 121 
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from guna and so forth.%4° Similarly, sattva is anuvrtta in dravya and so forth 
(guna and karman), while it is vyavrtta from samanya and so forth (visesa and 
samavaya).%4! 

Refutation of the idea that sattva is known through sAamanya. Such a 
distinction between sattva and samanya is itself not agreed upon.°42 

Refutation of singularity of samanya due to singularity of laksana. Same 
could be with dravya and so forth also.943 

Refutation of omnipresence of sAamanya. There is no pramana for the 
omnipresence of samanya.°44 

Refutation of dravyatva and so forth being separate entities. Anandajfiana 
suggests that a real 'sanmatra' (that which is ‘existence alone') should be accepted, 
which is anuvrtta (commonly existent) in all.945 He says that everything other than 
that entity, is only superimposed on it.946 He refutes the laksana of prthivitva jati 
(which has dravyatva as a component in it) by stating that dravyatva has been 


previously refuted.47 


940 dravyatvam hi gunadibhyo vyavartate prthivyadisu ca anuvartate - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 121 
941 sattvamapi samanyadeh vyavrttameva dravyadau anuvrttam isyate - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 121 


942 na hi pratyayakapratyayyabhedat paraparasamanyayoh anyonyam bhinnatvam tadbhedasyaiva 
asampratipannatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 122 


943 yattu paraparavibhage'pi laksanavisesat ekatvam ucyate tat tulyam padarthanatresvapi - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 122 


944 na ca aparicchinnadesatvam samanyasya sangacchate pramanabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 122 


945 sarvatranuvrttam sanmatrameva vastubhitam abhyupetavyam sadvyavaharanugateh sarvatrikatvat - 
TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 122 


946 tatraiva ca anyat dravyatvadi sarvamapi kalpyate dravyatvadau sadvyavaharasya kalpanadhinatvat/ 
na ca tat tato'nyatra asti kalpitasya adhisthanatirekena satta'sphuranat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 122 


947 taddhi dravyatvavyapyatve sati ghatapatavrttih jatih ucyate ... na hi dravyatvasya nirakrtatvat 
dravyatvavyapyatve sati iti visesanam atra sambhavati - TS (Pariccheda 3), pp. 122-123 
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Refutation of prthivitva jati being different from gandhavattva. 'Being a 
possessor of gandha' is not a vyanjaka of prthivitva, because there's no 
niyamaka.%48 On the basis of the absence of a cause, one cannot say that prthivitva 
is nitya, whereas gandha is anitya.949 

Analysis. Anandajfiana ends this refutation by saying 

"etena abadikam api prativaktavyam / prthivyadhikare ca prthivitvam pratyuktam /"950 
Here he has said that prthivitva has been refuted during the refutation of prthivi 
dravya. In the said refutation, he has already refuted prthivitva, the relation between 
gandhavattva and prthivitva, and also the pramana (anumana) for prthivitva.%>! During 
the refutation of the nitya and anitya division of prthivi, he himself claims that 
prthivitva has been refuted.952 In fact he has refuted a laksana of prthivitva jati during 
the refutation of prthivi, which is synonymous to the one refuted here.%53 It is clear 
that there was no need to again start a discussion on prthivitva when both dravyatva 
and prthivitva have been refuted earlier. In a metric verse before the beginning of the 
refutation of ap dravya, he says: 
"apamaptvam na vaidharmyam laksanam va prakalpate / 


prthivitvena tulyatvat na canyadapi yujyate //"954 


948 gandhavattvavyangyam prthivitvam na tu tadeva iti cet na niyamakanupalambhat - TS (Pariccheda 
3), p. 123 


949 prthivitvasya nityatvat itarasya ca atathatvat na aikyam iti cet na tatrapi karanabhavat - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 123 


950 TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 123. 
Instead of 'abadikam', it seems that it should be 'aptvadikam' because it is a refutation of samanya. 


951 TS (Pariccheda 1), pp. 27-28 
952 prthivitvasya ca nirastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 29 


953 dravyatvanytinavrttitve sati ghatapatavrttijatih. - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 27 
cf. dravyatvavyapyatve sati ghatapatavrttih jatih - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 122 


954 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 36 
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Here Anandajfiana has clearly equated aptva and prthivitva, indicating that 
aptva is refutable like prthivitva. Hence, to again say here that in this way aptva and 
other such samanya-s are to be refuted, when they already have been refuted, is 
unnecessary. Also, there was no need to separately refute samanya. Along with this, as 
he has cited the refutation of dravyatva during the refutation of laksana of prthivitva 
jati, he could have cited the same at the very outset of this refutation which could 
have shortened it. It can also be seen that along with dravya, guna has been mentioned 
many a time. Even after saying that in the absence of samanya, its types cannot be 
established, he still sets out to discuss about them.95> He even begins to refute the 
omnipresence of samanya, of which there was no need, because when the dharmin is 
yet to be established, discussing and refuting its dharma is an avoidable route of 
argumentation.?>° 

Anandajfiana's suggestion about the one sanmatra, which is anuvrtta in all 
entities, which are merely superimposed on it, is similar to the idea of samanya which 
he has given just before the refutation of dravya.957 This sanmatra is basically the one 


Brahman. 


4.1.2 Visesa 
As has been said before, there was no need to separately refute visesa. ViSesa-s 
are said to reside in nitya dravya-s, and Anandajfiana has claimed to have refuted the 


nitya dravya-s during the refutation of dravya-s. Also, to say that they reside in nitya 


955 na hi samanyabhave paraparabhavena dvaividhyam sidhyati - TS (Pariccheda 3), p.121 
956 na ca aparicchinnadesatvam samanyasya sangacchate - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 122 


957 sarvanuvrtte samanye vyavrttanam pravesatah / 
prthak katha vrtha tesam taduktyaivoktisiddhitah // - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 18 
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dravya-s is the same as saying that they reside in the paramanu-s of the dravya-s, in 
the vibhu dravya-s and also in manas, because the paramanu-forms of those dravya-s, 
the vibhu dravya-s and manas are considered to be nitya in the Vaisesika darsana.%°8 
Anandajfiana many a time claims to have established that paramanu-s are apramanika 
and asiddha.959 Yet he takes up the task to refute visesa. It is also to be noted that in 
the refutation of visesa, Anandajfiana does not even once point out that he has already 
refuted the existence of paramanu-s, although he does say that there is no agreement 
regarding nitya dravya-s.°°° Regarding the vibhu dravya-s (akasa, kala, dik and 
atman), he has earlier claimed to have refuted them. 
The refutation is as follows. 

Lakgana. Lacking in samanya, those which are the cause of knowledge of the 
absolutely excluded, residing in the nitya dravya-s (antya).96! 

Refutation of 'samanyaSiinyatva'. Visesa-s are taken to be lacking in 

samanya. Anandajfiana says that like dravya and so forth, there is knowledge of 


satta in viSesa-s.°° If not, they can be said to be absent in dravya and so forth.9°3 If 


958 nityadravyanyakasadini pafica prthivyadayascatvarah paramanuripah - TB (Prameyapadartha), p. 
73 


959 paramaninam va apramanikatvasya prthivyadhikare sadhitatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 42, 
paramantnam ca apramanikatvena tannisthacaturvidhyasiddheh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 43, 

paramanoh tatsamyogasya tajjanyadvyanukasya tannisthasamyogasya adyasamyogadvara 
tadupapattesca apramanikatvena pratyuktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 74, 

paramanvasiddhesca tasyaiva apatat...paramanvaprasiddheh asrayasiddhiprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), 
p. 76, 

na hi paramanusu gurutvam nityam ityangikartum yujyate tesam tannityatvasya ca abhave 
tadtyagurutvatannityatvayoh asambhavitatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 114, 

paramanorasiddhatvatkarye tadatmyasambhavat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 115. 


960 nityadravyanam asampratipannatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 
961 sAmanyasiinyah atyantavyavrttabuddhihetavah antyah visesah - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 123 


962 dravyadisviva tesvapi satpratyayanugamavagame sattasamanyasya durapahnavatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 123 


963 anyatha dravyadisvapi tadapahnavaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 
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such knowledge of satta in visesa-s is said to be due to the svartipa sambandha, 
same could be said about dravya and so forth.964 The said laksana is established 
through the denial of satta and through the laksana, the denial of satta is 
established, leading to parasparasraya fault.%° 

Refutation of 'atyantavyavrttibuddhihetutva'. Visesa-s are ideated as being 
the cause of the knowledge of absolute exclusion. To this Anandajfiana says that it 
is not correct to say that in the paramanu-s and so forth, which have similar form, 
qualities and activities, visesa-s lead to such a knowledge for each paramanu and 
so forth, because such a knowledge is not established in Advaita Vedanta. It is 
not correct to say that people like Yogin-s, experience that knowledge, because it 
is doubtful.°%°’ To say that in the absence of such knowledge, there would be 
confusion between paramanu-s, is wrong because there's no agreement regarding 


nitya dravya-s, and Atman alone is a nitya dravya, and because it is advitiya 


964 svartipasambandhanibandhanat tesu sattvanugatih iti cet na dravyadisvapi tathaprasaktau 
sattvapalapapatat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 


965 Jaksanamsavyaghatabhiya visesesu sattvapahnavena yathoktalaksanasiddhih tatsiddhau ca 
laksanamSe vyaghatalaksanasvartpahaninirasartham tesu sattvapahnavasiddhih iti parasparasrayata - 
TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 

The text reads 'sattvapahnave', which seems to be 'sattvapahnavena'. 


966 nityesu dravyesu tulyakrtigunakriyesu paramanvadisu pratyadharam vyavrttadhthetutvat visesesu 
tatsiddhih iti cet na tadvyavrttibuddheh asmakam asiddhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 


967 asmadvisistanam sa asti iti cet na sandigdhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 
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(singular), it cannot be differentiated from anything else. If as the differentiator 
there is 4tmatva or anatmatva, the pratiyogin and the dharmin, which are both 
atman-s, cannot be atman-s, and hence because of advitiyatva (singularity), 
visesa-s cannot be the differentiator of nitya dravya (atman).9° 

Refutation of the word ‘antya'. If antya means that which cannot be 
differentiated, then it is futile because mentioning of svariipa in the laksana is 
useless.979 If it is defined as that which has the specific feature or visesa of being 
the differentiator of nitya dravya-s, then there would be both infinite regression 
and the impossibility of antya being antya.97! 

Refutation of visesa being a differentiator of its 4Sraya (dravya). It has 


been refuted by the refutation of its being the differentiator of nitya dravya-s.972 


968 nityadravyanam asampratipannatvat (@tmana eva nityatvat) tasya ca advitiyatvena kutascit 
vyavrtteh abhavat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 

After the statement 'nityadravyanam asampratipannatvat' and before 'tasya ca advitiyena kutascit 
vyavrtteh abhavat', there seems to be some other statement which is missing. The word 
‘nityadravyanam' is plural, while the following 'tasya' is singular. The word 'tasya' cannot be connected 
with 'sankarah' because it cannot be connected with 'advitiyatva'. The following statement 'tatra 
atmatvasya anatmatvasya va bhedakatve...' makes it seem that between the aforesaid two statements, 
there is some statement about atman, as has been mentioned on page 125 'atmaiva hi nityadravyam 
tatra ca bhedo nasti ityuktam'. The word 'ityuktam' also shows that it has been stated earlier. Such a 
statement is not found during the discussion on atmadravya. Although a similar idea regarding 
bhedakatva and pratiyogin is found in that discussion; 'na hi tasya cetanatvena bhedah 
pratiyogino'cetanatvapatteh napi acetanatvena bhedah pratiyogina eva cetanatvaprasangat' (TS 
Pariccheda 1, p. 51). Ifa statement like 'atmana eva nityatvat' is placed between the two aforesaid 
statements, it starts to make sense because due to being advittya there is no vyavrtti of the nitya dravya 
atman, from anything. 


969 tatra atmatvasya anatmatvasya ca bhedakatve pratiyogino dharminah ca atmatvayogat 
tadadvitiyatvalabhat na visesanam nityadravyavyavartakatvam - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 


970 antyavisesanasya ca avyavartyarthatvena anarthakatvam svartipopavarnanasya laksananupayogitvat 
- TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 
The text reads vyavartyabhavena, which seems to be avyavartyarthatvena. 


971 nityadravyavyavartakatvavisesavattvat ca antyatvanupapattih anavastha ca - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 
124 

It seems that Anandajfiana has used the word 'visesa' for specific feature or difference, which leads the 
visesa to possess viSesa. To define 'antya' by something other than itself, it has been defined as having 
the 'visesa' of being the differentiator of nitya dravya-s', implying that the viSesa possesses viSesa. This 
leads to the impossibility of it not being antya or the last, as one visesa would be residing in another. 
This would also lead to infinite regress, due to all visesa-s being possessed by other visesa-s. 


972 na hi svasrayavisesakatvena visesanam visesatvam tesam nityadravyavyavartakatvasya purastadeva 
nirastatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 
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Refutation of viSesa being 'svatovyavrtta'. If it is said that visesa-s get 
differentiated from each other by themselves, the same could be possible with 
atman and so forth, which would lead to the uselessness of accepting visesa-s for 
that purpose.?’3 To say that because paramanu-s and so forth possess similarities 
of jati and so forth, due to which they are extremely similar, they cannot be 
differentiated by themselves, is wrong because the visesa-s also possess the same 
knowledge which leads visesa-s to be similar, and being undifferentiated by 
themselves.974 

Refutation of viSesa-s being infinite in number. If nitya dravya-s are not 
different because of being extremely similar/same, visesa-s can't be called infinite 
in number on the basis that they reside in each nitya dravya.9’5 Because it has been 
said that atman alone is the nitya dravya, such infinity in number cannot be 
stated.976 

Refutation of visesa-s being unborn. Nitya dravya-s alone are said to be 
samavayikarana-s, and as they do not exist, viSesa-s cannot be said to be 


unborn.977 Being born, they are also subject to destruction.978 The cause of their 


973 na hi visesah visesapeksaya mitho vyavartante kintu svarasyena anyonyam vyavrttah svikriyante/ 
tathatmadmamapi svata eva vyavrttabuddhisiddheh visesabhyupagamavaiyarthyam - TS (Pariccheda 
3), p. 124 


974 paramanvadinam tulyajatyadibhaktvena atyantavilaksanatvat na svatovyavrttih iti cet na ... 
viSesesvapi tulyapratyayavattvena availaksanyasya tulyatvat na svatovyavrttih sidhyet - TS (Pariccheda 
3), pp. 124-125 


975 nityadravyabhedabhave ca pratinityadravyam ekaikago vrtteh dnantyam kuto bhavet - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 125 


976 atmaiva hi nityadravyam tatra ca bhedo nasti ityuktam/ tatha ca pratinityadravyam ekaikago vrtteh 
vaktumasakyatvat nasti visesesu anantyam/ - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 125 


977 nityadravyanameva samavayikaranatvopapattya tadabhavena anutpattimattvasya asiddhatvat 
utpattimanto visesa nirdharyante - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 125 


978 bhavatve sati utpattimattvat visesa nasavanto bhavitumutsahante - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 125 
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destruction is not just the destruction of their aSraya dravya, but also adrsta and so 
forth.979 

Refutation of an anumanaprayoga. 'Subject of debate (visesa) is that which 

is the substratum of samavaya sambandha with that which is other than the 
samanya of guna, because of being dravya, like a pot'.980 Because samavaya is 
unestablished, there's a fault of aprasiddhavisesana, if 'other' means visesa, there 
would be a similar fault, including the fault that the example does not prove the 
sadhya (visesa), and that if one takes the sadhya to be something other than visesa, 
there would be the fault of arthantara.°8! 

By all these refutations, Anandajfiana then refutes another laksana; 'those 
which reside in each dravya, and exist on their own'.982 He refutes it by saying that 
there is no other nitya dravya than atman, and atman does not have visesa, and also 
because its satta, which is other than the svariipa satta, has been established as 
existing in viSesa-s.983 

Analysis. As has been said earlier, there was no need to separately refute 
visesa. Paramanu-s enter the discussion thrice, but not even once does Anandajfiana 


state that he has already refuted them. It has been shown through a footnote in the 


979 na ca nasakaranam asrayanasadi eva iti niyantum Sakyam niyamakabhavat anyasyapi kalpaniyatvat 
praguktanitya tannasasyavasyakatvat tatkaranasya asrayanasadeh abhave’pi karanantarasya adrstadeh 
estavyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 125 


980 vimatam gunasamanyanyasamavayi dravyatvat ghatavat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 125 


981 samavayaprasiddheh aprasiddhavisesanatvat anyaSabdasya visesavisayatve'pi tathabhavat 
drstantasya ca sadhyavikalatvat arthantaravisayatve ca arthantaraprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 125 


982 ekadravyah svariipasanto visesah. - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 125 

Here, T. M. Tripathi has put 'vyasritah' in parenthesis to suggest that 'ekadravyah' may be 
‘ekadravyasritah'. But this definition is found with 'ekadravyah' in LM (Visesapadarthalaksanavicara), 
p. 35. 


983 atmatiriktanityadravyabhavat atmanasca nirvisesatvat visesesu ca tatsvaripasattatiriktasattayah 
sadhitatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 125 
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introduction to this refutation how many a time Anandajfiana has claimed to have 
refuted paramanu-s. Also, he claims to have refuted the dravya padartha before 
refuting these.984 

For two reasons it seems unreasonable for him to argue that visesa-s are 
utpattimat (born); one, that to say that the visSesa-s being utpattimat is ascertained, 
leads to the acceptance of the existence of viSesa-s as a separate padartha, and two, 
that the argument given for such an ascertainment seems faulty at least in its available 
textual form. The reason for ascertaining viSesa-s as utpattimat is the absence of 
samavayikarana-s (nitya dravya-s). As something is utpattimat because it has a 
samavayikarana, and visesa-s have no such karana, viSesa-s are said to be 
anutpattimat. Anandajfiana's argument seems to be that because such a karana does 
not exist for anything whatsoever, visesa-s cannot be anutpattimat, and hence are 
utpattimat. When utpatti is itself a concept based on nitya dravya-s_ being 
samavayikarana-s and he says that they are absent, how can the utpatti of viSesa-s be 
established on the basis of that very absence? To say that entity X is utpattimat 
because there is no utpadaka (producer), is clearly a fallacious statement. 
Furthermore, it wasn't required at all. It does not matter if viSesa-s are utpattimat or 
anutpattimat, if viSesa-s as a padartha are proved to be nonexistent. 

In the anumanaprayoga, the word denoting sadhya begins with the word guna, 
and the hetu is dravyatva, both of which Anandajfiana claims to have refuted.985 Yet, 


he does not state that they have been already refuted. He rather attacks the samavaya 


984 see Footnote 929 


985 TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 125. 

After refuting the various laksana-s of guna, Anandajfiana takes on the laksana 'gunatva'. After having 
refuted the vyafjaka, he refutes gunatva. At another place in this text he says; sattaya gunatvasya ca 
nirakrtatvat (TS, p. 57). 
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in the sadhya which he is yet to refute after visesa. The fault of aprasiddhavisesana 
could have been similarly established by stating that guna has been refuted, and as the 
hetu also has been refuted, the anumanaprayoga would have been refuted in a rather 
precise manner. 

Raghunatha Siromani in his Padarthatattvaniripana says that visesa is not a 
separate padartha, on the basis of the absence of any pramana.°8° He further says 
something similar to what Anandajfiana says about the possibility of nitya dravya-s 
differentiating themselves without any visesa.987 Regarding the Vaisesika idea that 
Yogin-s see visesa-s, Raghunatha Siromani goes a step further than Anandajfiana, and 
challenges the one who believes in such an idea to go and ask the Yogin-s with a 


Sapatha (pledge of truth) if they really see visesa-s or not.988 


4.1.3 Samavaya 

Samavaya is a sambandha which exists specifically between dravya and guna, 
dravya and karman, vyakti and jati, and so forth.989 The aforesaid pairs are called 
ayutasiddha-s, out of which one is the asraya (substratum), while the other is asrita 


(dependent on it). The asrita is said to exist upto the point that it is dependent on the 


986 vigeso'pi ca na padarthantaram manabhavat/ - PTN (Visesanirakarana), p. 63 


987 vinapi vyavartakam dharmam paresam visesanamiva nityanam dravyanamapi svata eva 
vyavartakatvat - PTN (Visesanirakarana), p. 63 

na hi visesah viSesapeksaya mitho vyavartante kintu svarasyena anyonyam vyavrttah svikriyante/ 
tathatmadinamapi svata eva vyavrttabuddhisiddheh visesabhyupagamavaiyarthyam visesakaryasya 
anyonyam vyavrtteh atmadisvabhavavasadeva sambhavitatvat/ - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 


988 yogino'tiriktam visesamiksante/ evam tarhi ta eva saSapatham prcchyantam kimete'tiriktam 
visesamiksante na veti/ - PTN (Visesanirakarana), p. 63 

asmadviSistanam sa asti iti cet na sandigdhatvat/ na hi tesam paramanvadisu pratyekam 
atyantavyavrttabuddhih asti ityasti pramanam/ - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 124 


989 yatha avayavavayavinau gunaguninau kriyakriyavantau jativyakti visesanityadravye - TB 
(Pramanapadartha), p. 29 
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asraya.99? As Anandajfiana claims to have refuted dravya, guna, samanya and visesa, 
there is no need to separately refute samavaya sambandha. 

Lakgana 1. The mutual relation of ayutasiddha-s is samavaya.°?! 

Refutation. If ayutasiddhi means being born together, it doesn't apply to the 
nitya sambandhin-s like atman, and to anitya entities where the adhara (substratum) 
has to exist prior to the adheya (dependent).% If it means being known together, the 
jhanasamagri (contents of knowledge) of ripa and ghata (rupin) are different, and 
hence there's no simultaneity in their knowledge.%3 If it means the incompatibility of 
the adhara and adheya toward vibhaga, then vibhaga being impossible, there would be 
no adhara and adheya.?°* The words vibhaga and bheda have been shown as 
synonymous during the refutation of vibhaga.9> 

If ayutasiddhatva means being simultaneous, then there is no niyama of 
dravya, guna and so forth being simultaneous, because one of them is adhara and 


other is the adheya.99° If it means being in the same place, then although guna and so 


990 avayavyadayo hi yathakramamavayavadyasrita evavatisthante'vinasyantah - TB 
(Pramanapadartha), p. 29 


991 ayutasiddhanam parasparasambandhah samavayah - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 126 
This definition is found in Padarthatattvanirnaya of Anandanubhava. 


992 keyam adharyadharabhutanam ripartpiprabhrtinam ayutasidhih sa khalu aprthagutpattih ... na 
adyah nityesu sambandhisu atmadisu tadasiddheh anityesvapi mrdghatadisu adharanantarabhavitvat 
adheyasya aprthagutpatteh anupapatteh - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 126 

The text reads 'atmatvadisu', which seems to be 'atmadisu'. 


993 aprthag jfiaptih va ... na dvitiyah jfianasamagrikrame jnanayaugapadyayogat/ anya hi ripadeh 
jhanasamagri ghatadesca anyaiva tatsamagri/ tatha ca na tayoh jnanayaugapadyam upapadyate/ - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 126 


994 adharadheyayoh mitho vibhagayogyatvam ayutasiddhatvam iti cet na tatha sati vibhagayogat 
adharadheyatvasyaiva asambhavat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 126 


995 vibhagabhedasabdayoh ekarthatayah vibhagadhikare darsitatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 126 


996 kim ca ayutasiddhatvam ekakalatvam ... na adyah dravyagunadisu ekakalatvaniyamayogat tesu 
adharadheyabhavena bhinnakalatvasya yuktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 126 
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forth are in the dravya, the dravya cannot reside in itself.9°7 If it means having the 
same svabhava, there is a difference of it because one is svatantra (dravya), whereas 
the other is paratantra (guna etc.), and so forth.998 

Laksgana 2. The eternal sambandha is samavaya.?%9 

Refutation. Being a sambandha, non-eternality of samavaya can be inferred 
like that of samyoga.!000 If its eternality is suggested by saying that it is like that of 
atman, which is a bhava entity and is asamaveta (does not reside somewhere through 
samavaya relation), there is a fault of parasparasraya; based on eternality of 
sambandha, asamavetatva (not residing in an entity through samavaya) is established 
via samavayatva, and by establishing asamavetatva, samavayatva is established via 
eternality, 100! 

Samavaya is also not established via parisesa, because the knowledge of 


‘here’ (ihapratyaya) between adhara and adheya pair, can be explained by yogyata 


997 na dvitiyah gunadeh dravyadeSatve’ pi tasya taddeSatvabhavat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 126 


998 na trtilyah svatantratvaparatantratvadina bhinnasvabhavatvat tridhatvena ayutasiddheh 
upalambhanat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 126 


999 nityah sambandhah samavayah - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 126 
This laksana is found is Laksanavalt of Udayana. 


1000 samavaye'pi sambandhatvat anityatvam samyogavat anumiyate - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 

The published text reads; samavaye'pi sambandhatvat anityatvam samyogavat anumiyate, bhavatve sati 
asamavetatvat/ nityatvam atmavat iti cet... (TS, p. 127). As per the text in the manuscript, there is a 
viramacihna before 'bhavatve sati'. The first sentence should end with 'anumtyate'. The sentence 
beginning from 'bhavatve sati asamavetatvat' is a reply by the opponent. Also the reply correctly 
applies to atman. Pramanamanyari (Samavayanirtpana), p. 151 states similarly; sa nityah sattve 
satyasamavetatvat. Balabhadra's commentary on the same statement reads 'bhavatve sati' instead of 
'sattve sati'. Citsukha in TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 511, also considers this; "bhavariipatve satiti 
vigesanadayamadosa iti cet’. Pratyaksvariipa commenting on it identifies it with Sivaditya. 


1001 bhavatve sati asamavetatvat nityatvam atmavat iti cet na sambandhasya nityatve siddhe 
samavayatvena asamavetatvasiddhih tatsiddhau ca uktanumanat tasya nityatvena samavayatvasiddhih 
iti parasparasrayaprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 

The published text reads 'samavayatvena samavetatvasiddhih’, but as per both the context as well as the 
text in the manuscript, it should be 'samavayatvena asamavetatvasiddhih'. 
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sambandha.!002 Tn the case of an anumana prayoga; samyoga is different from the 
sambandha which is different from itself, because of being the object of knowledge, 
like a pot; there would be the fault of siddhasadhya (establishing that which has been 
already established) for those who believe in the yogyata relation.!03 Also, 'a relation 
different from samyoga' (a specific samyoga) could be another samyoga as well and if 
it is meant to convey '‘a relation completely different from samyoga', then if it is 
samavaya, the fault of aprasiddhavisesana is incurred (specificity of sadhya is stated 
by something which is not itself established) and if it is completely different from it 
then it would lead to the arthantara fault.1004 

Samavaya is not single, because like samyoga, it can be said to be multiple on 
the basis of the difference of the entities in which the sambandha resides.105 
Singularity of linga could also be interpreted as singularity of prakara, which is the 
case with the samanya-s and visesa-s in the form of dravyatva and so forth, where 
there is still the knowledge of exclusivity.!0°6 The knowledge of difference caused by 
the difference of related entities, is similarly existent in samavaya, or else samyoga 


would also become singular. !007 


1002 na hi parigesat samavayasiddhih dvanam adharadheyabhitanam ihapratyayasya 
yogyatakhyanugatasambandhadapi siddhau parisesyasiddheh - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 


1008 samyogah svatiriktasambandhat bhinnah meyatvat ghatavat iti samavayasiddhih iti cet na 
yogyatasambandhavadinah siddhasadhyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 


1004 svatiriktasambandhasya ca samyogantaravyaktitvasambhavena uktadosatadavasthyat 
samyogamatratiriktasambandhavivaksayam tasya samavayatve aprasiddhavisesanatvat tadatiriktatve ca 


arthantaratvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 


1005 na ca samavayasya sarvatra ekatvam sambandhibhede samyogavat anekatvasadhanasambhavat - 
TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 


1006 ekalingatvasya prakarabhedenapi sambhavitatvat dravyatvadisu samanyesu visesesu ca 
tatprathanat vyavrttapratyayabhavasya asiddhatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 


1007 anyatha samyogasyapi ekatvaprasangat sambandhibhedat bhedapratyayasya samavaye’ pi 
samanatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 
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Samavaya can reside in the samavayin-s through svabhava sambandha, which 
leads to the ideation of a separate samavaya padartha useless.!%8 It is not 
extrasensory, because there can be yogyata sambandha instead of samavaya and 
yogyata sambandha is more parsimonious than samavaya.!009 The viSesanavisesya 
relation would lead to atiprasanga.!0!0 

Analysis. The very basis of samavaya sambandha, which is dravya, guna, 
samanya and visesa, has earlier been claimed by Anandajfiana to have been refuted. 
His refutation of ayutasiddhi involves the presentation of various interpretations of it; 
being born together, or being known together.!°!! When he refutes ayutasiddhatva, the 
various interpretations of it which he considers, have been considered and refuted by 
Adi Sankaracarya in his bhasya on Brahmasiitra 2.2.17.1012 

To explain the knowledge of inherence, Anandajfiana provides an option, 
which is yogyata sambandha. It is defined as the sambandha in which one padartha is 
a possessor of another.!°!3 This sambandha is stated when a vakya is being 


defined.!0!4 A typical example which is used to state the thing which does not have 


1008 ya hi samavayasya samavayinoh vrttih ista tasyah svabhavatve sambandhilabhe ca 
svabhavasambandhasambhave samavayakalpananarthakyam - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 


1009 na ca asya indriyasambandhabhavat atindriyatvam yogyatalaksanasambandhasambhavat tasya ca 
karyakalpyasya durapahnavatvat kalpanalaghavacca tasyaiva abhyupeyatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 
127 

1010 vigesanavisesyatvasambandhasya atiprasangitvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 

1011 aprthagutpattih aprthag jfiaptih va - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 126 

1012 tatpunarayutasiddhatvam aprthagdesatvam va syadaprthakkalatvam va'prthaksvabhavatvam va - 
Adi Sankaracarya's commentary on Brahmasitra 2.2.17. 

kim ca ayutasiddhatvam ekakalatvam ekadesatvam ekasvabhavatvam va - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 126. 


The only difference is in the use of the word 'eka' instead of 'aprthak' by Anandajfiana. 


1013 ekapadarthe aparapadarthavattvam - Ramarudriya on Annambhatta's Tarkasamgrhadipika, 
Sabdapariccheda (TSD, p. 340). 


1014 vakyam tvakanksayogyatasamnidhimatam padanam samihah - TB (Pramanapadartha), p. 47 


234 


yogyata is the sentence 'he may water with fire'.!°15 Here it is pointed out that 
watering being an effect, fire is stated as its most important cause or karana. But fire 
does not have any ability to water something.!°!6 Hence, the absence of yogyata is 
regarding the cause and effect relation between fire and watering respectively.!017 
Yogyata sambandha is also defined as that which is inferred from direct 
perception.!0!8 It is the relation of the various indriya-s with their respective artha-s 
(objects). 1019 

Anandajfiana's citation of yogyata sambandha is regarding the knowledge of 
‘here' in the entities which are in the form of adhara and adheya.!029 If we take the 
example of dravya and guna, dravya is called the samavayikarana of guna.!92! So in 
the knowledge of 'there is guna in this dravya',!922 the dravya has the yogyata of 
possessing guna in it, that is, dravya can be the cause (or substratum) of guna. 
KesSavamisra while discussing the sambandha between dravya and guna, says, 
"(dravya is samavayikarana of guna) because it is the substratum (asraya) of guna due 


to yogyata".!923 Here yogyata seems to denote the unique ability of dravya to possess 


1015 agnina sificet - TB (Pramanapadartha), p. 47 


1016 sekaripam karyam prati karanatvamagneh pratipaditam / na cagnih seke karanibhavitum yogyah - 
TB (Pramanapadartha), p. 48 


1017 tena karyakaranabhavalaksanasambandhe' gnisekayorayogyatvad - TB (Pramanapadartha), p. 48 
1018 aparoksanubhavakaryanumeyah yogyatakhyah sambandhah - NSB (Pariccheda 3), p. 432. 
In their commentators on this portion of Nyayasara, Apararka and Anandanubhava take it to be the idea 


of Mimamsaka-s. 


1019 caksuradinam tu svarthaih saha yogyatakhya eva sambandha istah - Nyayabhiisana 
autocommentary on the same portion of NSB. See Footnote 1018. 


1020 qyanam adharadheyabhatanam ihapratyayasya yogyatakhyanugatasambandhadapi siddhau 
parisesyasiddheh - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 


1021 svagunan prati purvabhavitvadbhavati gunanam karanam - TB (Pramanapadartha), p. 30 
1022 iha dravye gunah 


1023 samavayikaranam dravyamiti dravyalaksanayogat/ yogyataya gunasrayatvacca/- TB 
(Pramanapadartha), p. 31 


ye) 


guna, which is absent in any other padartha. Anandajfiana seems to point out that 
when it is only dravya which, acting as an adhara, would possess any adheya like 
guna, then one could simply explain it by saying that it is because dravya is naturally 
able to do it. And because dravya possesses a guna because of its yogyata, the very 
knowledge of 'guna in dravya' can be explained by the same yogyata which is the very 
reason why guna is in dravya. Similar yogyata can be conceptualised regarding the 
gunatva jati in guna, and so forth. 

The singularity of samavaya is challenged by Anandajfiana on the basis of the 
difference of the sambandhin-s (the related).!024 As in the case of samyoga, where 
there are types like anyatarakarmaja, and so forth on the basis of the sambandhin-s, 
similar could be in the case of samavaya. The Vaisesika darsana agrees with the idea 
that for a moment, a dravya is born without guna and for that moment the dravya 
stays with the potential that there is never an absolute nonexistence of guna in it.!025 
The sambandhin-s of samavaya are not always stuck together, and so can be seen 
from a point of view similar to that of sambandhin-s of samyoga. 

Irrespective of the apparent sophistication of the above discussion, when 
samavaya is itself a subject of refutation, the suggestion that it can be of multiple 
types, goes against the effort for the refutation of samavaya. Also, as the author 
provides samyoga as an example for the said multiplicity, it further goes against the 


refutation of samyoga, which has been attempted by the author himself. !026 


1024 sambandhibhede'nekatvam samyoge gamyate yatha/ 
tathaiva samavaye'pi tadekatvam kuto matam// - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 127 


1025 sunatyantabhavanadhikaranatvam - TB (Pramanapadartha), p. 31 


1026 see 3.2.8 
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Raghunatha Siromani, in his Padarthatattvaniripana accepts that samavaya is 
not single but multiple, because if it were single then even jala dravya and so forth 
would become possessors of gandha and so forth.!°27 Raghudeva Bhattacarya's 
commentary on this portion of Raghunatha Siromani's aforesaid text states that 
because the gandhasamavaya in prthivi is not separate from the snehasamavaya in 
jala, there would be gandhasamavaya even in jala and so forth, leading to the 
knowledge of jala being a possessor of gandha.1028 He further considers a rejoinder by 
the opponent who would say that there is absence of the samavaya specific to gandha, 
and responds to the rejoinder by saying the something which is viSsista does not 
become something completely different, and if the opponent finds such a viSista 
samavaya to be something completely different from other samavaya-s, then what is 
wrong with the idea of multiple samavaya-s?!029 

This is related to the idea stated by Anandajfiana regarding the multiplicity of 


samavaya based on the entities with which it is related. 


4.2 Secondary Refutation 
4.2.0 Abhdava 
In this section, Anandajfiana takes up the refutation of the fourfoldness of 


abhava. Vaisesika-s take abhava to be of four types; pragabhava (prior nonexistence), 


1027 samavayo'pi ca naiko jaladergandhadimattvaprasangat param tu nanaiva - PTN 
(Samavayananatvavicara), p. 154 


1028 prthivyam gandhasamavayasya jalanisthasnehasamavayasyabhinnataya jaladavapi 
gandhasamavayasattvat tatra gandhavattapratitih durvareti bhavah - PTN (Samavayananatvavicara), 
154 


1029 na ca jale gandhaniriipitatvavisistasamavayabhavanna gandhavattapratitiriti vacyam/ 


viSistasyatiriktatvabhavena jale'pi tatsattvat tathavidhavisistaniripitadhikaranataya atiriktatve 
kimaparaddham vibhinnasamavayairiti// - PTN (Samavayananatvavicara), p. 154 
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pradhvamsabhava (annihilation), anyonyabhava (mutual nonexistence or difference) 
and atyantabhava (absolute nonexistence). Anandajfiana challenges the idea that 
catustva (fourfoldness) resides in abhava. 
He takes the following options in the case of catustva - 
i. If catustva is bhava, then it cannot reside in abhava. 1030 
ii. If catustva abhava, then it cannot reside in itself.!93! 
ii. If that abhava is different from its substratum abhava: 1032 
a. Ifit differs from it due to its being abhava, its pratiyogin cannot be abhava. !933 
b. If it differs from it due to its being bhava, then it would be bhava and not 
abhava. !034 
c. Ifitis bhava, it cannot reside in abhava.!935 
d. If it is abhava, it cannot reside anywhere, as it is of the form of 


nonexistence. !036 


1080 tasya bhavatve bhavasya abhavasritatvanupapatteh - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 128 
1031 na ca abhavatve catustvasya tesu vrttih yukta svasrayatvapatat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 128 


1032 na ca abhavantaram catustvam abhavesu nivistam iti kutah svasrayatvam iti vacyam - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 128 


1033 yadi abhavat abhavatvena abhavo bhidyate tada na abhavatvam pratiyoginah sambhavet - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 128 


1084 yadi bhavatvena abhavat abhavo bhidyeta tada dharmino bhavatvam sidhyet bhavatvena tasya 
abhavat bhidyamanatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 128 


1085 bhavatve ca abhavantarasya bhavasya abhavanisthatvanupapattih ityuktam Avartate - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 128 


1036 kifica abhavatvena idam svayam abhavah cet asattvat na paratra tisthet - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 128 
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For these reasons, Anandajfiana says that the fourfold division of abhava is 
refuted, because the difference of abhava cannot be stated either on the basis of bhava 
or on the basis of abhava.!037 

Anandajfiana then takes up the task to refute each of the four types of abhava. 
As he has himself stated that they are already refuted, there seems to be no reason to 
further indulge in their refutation, because to further refute it, would go against the 
validity of his own statement that the said division stands refuted. 

After a long discussion, he concludes by saying that the complete dvaita 
(duality) composed of bhava and abhava is superimposed on advitiya brahman 


through the beginningless and inexplicable avidya. !938 


1037 etena pragabhavah pradhvamsabhavah anyonyabhavah atyantabhavah iti abhavavibhagavattvam 
apodham tadbhedasya bhavatvena abhavatvena va abhidhatum aSakyatvabhidhanat - TS (Pariccheda 3), 
p. 128 


1088 bhavabhavavibhagabhagi sakalamapi dvaitam advitiye brahmani bhavabhavavinirmukte 


nirvikaracaitanyaikatane pariptme pratyagatmani anadyanirvacyavidyaya samaropitam iti siddham - 
TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 133 
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Chapter 5 
TEXTUAL SIMILARITIES, VARIATIONS AND 


A HISTORICAL REVISION OF ANANDAJNANA 
AND HIS TARKASANGRAHA 


Chapter 5 
TEXTUAL SIMILARITIES, VARIATIONS 
AND A HISTORICAL REVISION OF ANANDAJNANA 


AND HIS TARKASANGRAHA 


In this chapter, an attempt has been made to evaluate Anandajfiana's place in 
the DarSana tradition as a critic of the Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s, along with his 
historical position especially in relation to Citsukha and Sriharsa. Various materials, 
ranging from traditional, textual to historical, have been used for the purpose of this 


evaluation. 


5.1 Variations available from Sesasarngadhara's Nyayamuktavali 
Sesasarngadhara belongs to the Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s. He is said to 
be the teacher of another renowned scholar named Sesananta.!939 There are multiple 
views about his date. One view is that he belonged to the early 15th century CE, 
whereas the other is that he belonged to the late 16th century CE.!°40 Another view is 
based on a mistaken identity of someone, whom he mentions as 'Tarkasangrahakara' 
in his text Nyayamuktavali (NM), which is a commentary on Udayana's Laksanavall. 
The NM published by Surendralala Gosvamin in 1900 and the Encyclopedia of Indian 
Philosophies, Volume 6, published in 1993, consider the option of this 
Tarkasangrahakara to be Annambhatta, which stabilises his date in the mid 16th 
century CE. 
ieee iol clapedis Seladinn Philosophies, Vol. VI, p. 382 
1040 Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, Vol. VI, p. 382 
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This Tarkasangrahakara is Anandajfiana being referred to by the name of his 
text Tarkasangraha (TS). The purpose of Sesasarngadhara mentioning him is to refute 
some of his refutations in TS. This at the least establishes one fact, that Anandajfiana's 
TS was relevant to the debate on Vaisesika darsana and may have been proved to be 
some challenge to it, which is why Sesasarmgadhara took up the task to refute some 
portions of TS. It is worth noting that Sesasarmgadhara uses the plural form 
"Tarkasangrahakarah', which indicates that he viewed him as an elder or honoured 
scholar. 

In the NM, Sesasarhgadhara has taken three of the refutations done by 
Anandajfiana, namely those of akasa, kala and gandha. In this manner, he indirectly 
provides variations in the text of TS related to the said portions. Following is a 
comparison between the text of Tarkasangraha edited by T. M. Tripathi and the one 
cited by Sesasarngadhara. The source of Sesasarmgadhara's text is the book 
Laksanavali of Udayanacarya, published by Surendralala Gosvamin in 1900. Whereas 
Tripathi has used many commas, semicolons and hyphens, they have been removed 
here for a better comparison of excerpts of both the texts. The parentheses used by 
Tripathi have also been removed for the same purpose. 

During the refutation of prthivi dravya, Anandajfiana refutes the connection 
between gandha and prthivi, and Sesasarngadhara in his NM quotes the refutation of 
the said connection and attempts to refute it. During the exposition of akasa and kala, 
Sesasarmgadhara quotes a lot from TS, in order to refute it. There are a few other 
instances where Sesasarngadhara quotes TS, but it is only during the exposition of the 


said topics that he quotes a substantial portion of TS. 
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1. Gandha 


Tarkasangraha 


saliladau api tadupalabdhya’tivyapteh/ 
prthivisambandhat anyatra tadupalabdhih iti cet 
na niyamakabhavat/ kusumadisannikarsabhave 
tadanupalabdhiniyamat ittham iti cet na 
saliladyavayavasannikarse kusumadau api 
kadacittadanupalambhaniyamat/ tatrapi matraya 
gandhopalabdhirasti iti cet tarhi matraya 
bhutantarasamsargo’pi tatra astiti na 
prthivimatrasya gandhavattvam/ (TS, p. 22) 


2 Akasa 


Tarkasangraha 


dharmyasiddhau kuto dharmastatsiddhe'sau vrtha 
katham/ 

asiddheranyatah siddherutpattyadesca 
sambhavat// 


siddhe hi dharmini devadattadau vidvattvadih 
taddharmo vyapadisyate/ tatha ca prakrte'pi 
tadriipe siddhe sabdah tasya dharmo vaktavyah 
tadriipasya anyatah siddhau vyartho 
dharmopanyasah/ na canyat tasyasti sadhakam/ 
(TS, pp. 44-45) 


Sabdasya svatantrye kvacidasritatvavyaghatat 
hetvasiddhesca paratantrye'pi parasya akasat 
arthantaratve prakrtalaksanasya ativyapakatvat 
vyaktam itaretarasrayatvam/ na ca gunatvam 
Sabdasya iti vaksyate/ Sabdavatasca Sabdavattve 
svasrayatvam/ tadrahitasya tadvattve viruddhata/ 
(TS, p. 45) 


Nyayamuktavali 


saliladavapi tadupalabdhyativyapternedam 
laksanamiti tarkasangrahakara manyante/ tanna 
vicaksanapariksaksamamiksamahe/ 
prthivisambandhadevanyatra 
tadupalabdhyupapatteh/ 
niyamakabhavannaivamiti cet/ na/ 
kusumadisannikarsabhave tadanupalabdhereva 
niyamakatvat/ saliladyavayavasannikarse 
kusumadavapi 
kadacittadanupalabdhervaiparityameva kim na 
syaditi cet/ na/ tadanimapi tatra 
gandhasyopalabhyamanatvat/ tarhi tadanimapi 
bhutantarasamsargastatrastiti na prthivimatrasya 
gandhavattvamiti cet/ na/ tadanimapi tatra 
bhutantarasamsargo'stityatra manabhavat/ (LA, p. 
18) 


Nyayamuktavali 


dharmasiddhau kuto dharmastatsiddhau sa vrtha 
katham/ 

asiddheranyatah siddherutpattyadesca 
sambhavat// 


siddhe hi devadattadau dharmini 
vidvattvadistaddharmo vyapadisyate tatha 
prakrte'pi siddhe hyakasasvartipe Sabdastasya 
dharmo vaktavyah tadriipasyanyatarasiddhau ca 
vyartho dharmopanyasah na canyat tatsadhakam 
asti/ (LA, p. 38) 


Sabdasya svatantrye kvacidasritatvavyaghato 
hetvasiddhisca paratantrye'pi 
parasyakasaderarthantaratve 
prakrtalaksanativyapakatvamakasatve vyaktam 
parasparasrayatvam na ca gunatvam Sabasyeti 
vaksyate/ Sabdavatasca Sabdavattve svasrayam 
tadrahitasya sabdavattve viruddhatvamiti 
yatkificidetaditi/ (LA, pp. 38-39) 
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3, Kala 


Tarkasangraha 


paratvadidhiyam bhavadanyatrapi na tadgatih / 
viSesanasya cayoganna yukta kalakalpana // 


paratvadipratyayanimittah kalah iti tavat ayuktam 
disi vyabhicarat tatpratyayanimittatvasya tatrapi 
svikarat/ 
tatkrtaparatvadivyabhicaroktaparatvadipratyayani 
mittatvena viSesantyam iti cet na dharmadau 
vyabhicarasya sattvat dravyam iti viSesane TSvare 
vyabhicaratadavasthyat asadharanatve nimittasya 
viSesane’ pi tasya tathatve 
sarvotpattimannimittatvabhyupagamabhangat 
tasyaiva atra nimittatve ca adrstadeh 
tannimittatvangtkaravirodhat/ (TS, p. 47) 


yaugapadyadibuddhinam na ca kalanimittata/ 
paryayatvadidosacca tatkrstiranibandhana// 


yaugapadyayaugapadyaciraksiprapratyayanam 
anyatamam nimittam kalah ityapi na tatrapi 
yathoktanyayasya tulyatvat adrstaderapi 
yaugapadyadipratyayesu nimittatvavisesat 
asadharanasya ca nirastatvat/ kifica tesam 
ekarthatvam anekarthatvam va na adyah; 
laksanabhedayogat, vyavaharavirodhacca/ na 
dvittyah laksananam pratyekam avyapteh etesam 
ca kalatiriktarthatve tallaksanatvayogat 
kalarthatve ca yaugapadyadisabdanam 
paryayatvapatat tadbhedarthatve ca 
tanmatralaksanasya vaktavyatvat/ (TS, pp. 47-48) 


vikalpanamayuktatvadayuktatvadvisesanam / 
yato na kalpyam kalpeta kathamasyanumeyata // 


kimete samavayitvena asamavayitvena 
nimittatvena va kalam anumapayeyuh/ na adyah 
tasya anatmatvat/ na dvitiyah tasya dravyatvat/ 
trtlye’pi viparyatvenapapatvena va nimittatvam 
na adyah nityanumeyasya 
asmadaindriyakavyavasayavisayatvat/ na 
dvitiyah adrstadivyatiriktakalasiddhiprasangat 
asadharanatvavisesanasya dusitatvat/ (TS, p. 48) 


Nyayamuktavali 


paratvadidhiyam bhavadanyatrapi na tadgatih/ 
visesanasya cayoganna yukta kalakalpana// 


paratvaparatvapratyayanimittam kala ityayuktam/ 
disi vyabhicarat/ 
tatkrtaparatvadivyatiriktaparatvadipratyayanimitt 
atvasya vivaksitatvannaivamiti cet/ na/ 
dharmadau vyabhicarat/ dravyatve satiti cet/ 
1svare vyabhicarat/ nimittasadharanyasya 
vivaksitatvannaivamiti cet/ na/ yadi tatraiva tasya 
tathatvam 
sarvotpattimannimittatvabhyupagamavirodhah 
tasyaiva tasya nimittatve 
cadrstadestannimittatvabhyupagamavirodha iti/ 
(LA, p. 40) 


yaugapadyadibuddhinam na ca kalanimittata/ 
paryayatvadidosatvacca tatklrptiranibandhana// 


yaugapadyadipratyayanamanyatamam nimittam 
kala ityapi na uktayukteratrapi samanatvat/ kim 
caitesamekarthatvamanekarthatvam va/ nadyah/ 
laksanabhedayogad vyavaharavirodhacca/ na 
dvitiyah/ laksananam pratyekamavyapteh etesam 
ca kalatiriktarthatve tallaksanatvayogat 
kalarthatve ca paryayatvapatat/ tadbhedarthatve 
ca tanmatralaksanasya vaktavyatvaditi/ (LA, p. 
41) 


vikalpanamayuktatvadayuktatvadvisesanam/ 
yato na kalpyam kalpeta kathamasyanumeyata// 


na tavat samavayitvenanumapakatvam/ 
anatmatvat/ nasamavayitvena tasya dravyatvat/ 
nimittatvapakse'pi na visayataya 
nityanumeyatvenaindriyakavyavasayavisayatvay 
ogat/ napyavisayataya 
adrstatiriktakalasiddhiprasangadityahuh/ (LA, p. 
43) 


Sesananta, who is also said to be the son of Sesasarmgadhara, in his 


commentary called Padarthacandrika on Saptapadarthi of Sivaditya, mentions a 


purvapaksa which seems to be based on Anandajfiana's TS. The following example is 


from the discussion on pragabhava in both the said texts. 
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Tarkasangraha 


kim tasya anaditvam 
pragabhavapratiyogitvarahityam iti cet na 


Padarthacandrika 


nanvanaditvam 
pragabhavapratiyogitvamevetyatmasrayah/ ... 


pragabhave lilaksayisite tannirtpanena tatsiddhau santatvam ca dhvamsapratiyogitvam/ (SP, p. 126) 


tatsiddhih iti svasrayatvaprasangat/ antavattvam 
ca pradhvamsapratiyogitvam/ (TS, pp. 128-129) 


On pradhvamsabhava, the following similarity is seen. 


Tarkasangraha 


tadanantatvam ca pradhvamsapratiyogitvam/ 
tatha pradhvamsenaiva pradhvamsam 
nurupayatah slaghantyaprajfiasya kutah 
Svasrayatvam na avatarati/ (TS, p. 129) 


5.2 


Padarthacandrika 


tenanto dhvamsa evetyatmasrayasanka'navakasa 
(SP, p. 127) 


Similarities with Citsukha's Tattvapradipika 


At many places, the texts of Citsukha's Tattvapradipika (TP) and that of TS 


bear many similarities. At other places, they look like variant readings of a single text. 


Some examples of the latter are: 


Tarkasangraha 


na ceSvare sadhyavyaptih 
buddhijanyasamyogadigunasrayanat (TS, p. 4) 


kaSca manavyavaharo hastivitastyadivyavaharo 
va anumahadadivyavaharo va 
asarvagatatvavyavaharo va parimitatvavyavaharo 
va (TS, p. 65) 


tanmatracca jatisvikare dharmadharmayoh 
adrstam adrstamityanugatapratyayabhajoh 
adrstatvajatyangikarapatat (TS, p. 20) 


Tattvapradipika 


na cesvare sadhyavyaptih tasyapi tvanmate 
tadbuddhijanyasamyogavibhaganasrayanat (TP, 
p. 752) 


ko'yam manavyavaharah kim 
hastivitastyadivyavaharah kim 
vanumahadadivyavaharh va 
asarvagatatvavyavaharo va parimitatvavyavaharo 
va (TP, pp. 773-774) 


dharmadharmayoradrsatvajaterabhyupagamapras 
angacca 
adrstamadrstamityubhayorapyanugatapratyayadrs 
teh (TP, p. 461) 


The following example is of yet another kind, where Citsukha's text seems to 


be a commentary on a similar portion of TS. The excerpts are from the refutation of 


dravya in both the texts. 
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Tarkasangraha 


gunavattvatyantabhavanadhikaranatvam 
vivaksitam iti cet na tasminneva atyantabhave 
ativyapteh/ (TS, p. 19) 


kifica yatkificidgunavattvam sarvagunavattvam 
va atyantabhavapratiyogi na adyah 
pratiyogibhitasya ekaikasya gunasya sarvatra 
asambhavena laksanasya ananugatatvapatat/ na 
dvitiyah asambhavitvat/ (TS, p. 19) 


Tattvapradipika 


atha matam astamidamrjupathaprasthitanam 
dtisanabhidhanam asmakam 
punarabhinavavakranayavartmanusarinam naisa 
vibhisa4 samunmisati yato 
gunavattvatyantabhavanadhikaranatameva 
gunadhikaranatamacaksmahe tena 
navyaptirnativyaptih/ gunadmam paficanamapi 
nirgunatvaniskriyatve iti 
prasastapadabhasyadarsanaditi maivam 
tatraivatyantabhave'tivyapteh/ so'p1 
gunavattvatyantabhavastasyanadhikaranam 
svasya svasminnavrtteh/ (TP, p. 454) 


kimekaikagunavattvatyantabhavanadhikaranatva 
m dravyalaksanam uta 
sarvagunavattvatyantabhavanadhikaranatvam 
nobhayam ubhayatrapyavyapteh tathahi 
rupadinam gunanam ekatvat 
tadekagunadhikaranasyapi 
taditaragunatyantabhavadhikaranatvadeva 
tadatyantabhavanadhikaranatvabhavat/ 
sarvagunavattvatyantabhavanadhikaranatvasya 
sarvasminnasambhavat/ sati hi 
sarvagunadhikaranatvamekaikasyastiti katham 
nativyaptih/ (TP, pp. 454-455) 


Here it looks as if the argument which Anandajfiana has put forward in a very 


brief manner, has been explained in detail by Citsukha. For example, Anandajfiana 


ends the refutation of dravya laksana based on the anadhikarana of the atyantabhava 


of gunavattva, by simply saying that there would be ativyapti in that very 


atyantabhava, without giving any further statement of its justification or 


demonstration. Citsukha on the other hand explains it with 'svasya svasminnavrtteh'. 


The certain atyantabhava would also be regarded as a dravya because that 


atyantabhava cannot be its own adhikarana. The reason for this similarity in the said 


portions of the texts of Anandajfiana and Citsukha is to be examined. The answer may 


be in the chronology of these two stalwarts of Advaita Vedanta. 
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General consensus about Anandajidana and Citsukha 

Usually, Anandajfiana is taken to be junior to Citsukha. S. Srikantha Sastri is 
of the view that Anandajfiana is the disciple of Sukhaprakasa, who is further the 
disciple of Citsukha.!04! Dr. V. A. Sharma is of the opinion that Anandajfiana's TS is 
based on TP.!042 R. Thangaswami reiterates Sastri's view that Anandajfiana could be 
the disciple of Sukhaprakasa.!043 It seems that it is this view that Anandajfiana is the 
disciple of the latter, which has lead to the assumption that Anandajfiana is junior to 
Citsukha, even though there is some consensus that both were present during the 13th 
century CE. E. P. Radhakrishnan has stated that Sukhaprakasa is not the same as 
Suddhananda.!044 M. Ramakrishna Kavi is yet of another opinion. He says that 
Citsukha also studied under Suddhananda, the Guru of Anandajfiana.!945 As there are 
many varied opinions regarding Citsukha and Anandajfiana, it becomes necessary to 
revisit their texts to find any decisive evidence. 

This similarity in Anandajfiana's and Citsukha's texts of TS and TP 
respectively, is not the only such case. There is much more similarity in 
Anandajfiana's Nyayanirnaya (NN) and Citsukha's Bhasyabhavaprakasika (BBP), 
both being commentaries on the Brahmasiitra Sankarabhasya. Following are the very 


few examples. 1046 


1041 Advaitacaryas of the 12th and 13th Centuries, Indian Historical Quarterly, Vol. 14, p. 404 
1042 Citsukha's Contribution To Advaita (Introduction), p. 2 
1043 A dvaita- Vedanta Literature, A Bibliographical Survey, p. 410 


1044 Sukhaprakaga-His Identity and Works, Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Vol. 
23, p. 343 


1045 Tdentity of Suresvara, Journal of the Andhra Historical Research Society, Vol. 5, part 3, p. 188 


1046 SMB, Vol. 1 
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Nyayanimaya Bhasyabhavaprakasika 


sastrarambhahetuvisayadisadhakamadhyasamaks  sastrarambhahetuvisayadisadhakamadhyasamaks 


epa-samadhibhyam samksipya tameva epa-samadhibhyam samksipya tameva 
laksanasambhavanapramanaih sphutikartum laksanasambhavanasadbhavapramanaih 
codayati - aheti. (p. 14) sphutikartum codayati - aheti. (p.14) 
laksitarajatadhyasasya lokavadisiddhatve'pi laksitarajatadhyasasya lokavadisiddhatve'pi 
na"tmanyanatmadhyasah syaditi natmanyanatmadhyasah syaditi 
visSesaksepamutthapayati - kathamiti. (p. 21) visesaksepamutthapayati - kathamiti. (p. 21) 
asyarthah - adhyasetaro dehatmayogo asyarthah - adhyasetaro dehatmayogah 
dehasyatmasamyogo dehasyatmecchaya'nuvidhiyamanatvam va 
va"tmecchaya'nuvidhtyamanatvam va tadanuvidhanayogyatvam va 
tadanuvidhanayogyatvam va tatkarmarabhyatvam va/ (p. 28) 


tatkarmarabhyatvam va/ (p. 28) 


In the introductory verses of BBP, Citsukha says that he has collected the 
statements of the knowers of the tradition in this commentary of his.!47 On the other 
hand, Anandajfiana does not state any such thing either in the beginning or at the end 
of his NN. At the end of NN, he says that although there are many other vyakhyana-s 
on the text, yet he has written this vyakhya for easy understanding.!948 It implies that 
he viewed his commentary as different from those of the other authors. As for the 
overview given by Dr. Manidravida Sastti, where he attempts to establish that NN 
follows BBP, his observations, if seen from another perspective, could as well 
establish that BBP follows NN, keeping in view that Citsukha has himself admitted to 
have collected the statements of other scholars. !049 

At other places, Anandajfiana does state his inspiration. At the end of his 


Gitabhasyattka on Sankarabhasya of Bhagavadgita, he tells that he has followed the 


1047 sampradayavidamuktih samkalayyabhidhtyate/ 

munina citsukhakhyena bhasyabhavaprakasika//4 

- beginning of Citsukha's Bhasyabhavaprakasika on Sankarabhasya of Brahmasiitra. See SMB, Vol. 1, 
p. 1 

1048 santyeva bahulantha vyakhyanani mahadhiyam/ 

vyakhya tathapi saukhyena vyakhyanaya maya krta// - end of Anandajfiana's Nyayanirnaya on 
Sankarabhasya of Brahmasitra. See SMB, Vol. 2, p. 1243 


1049 SMB, Vol. 1, Preface 
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path of the old Acd@rya-s.!%50 In the beginning of his Nyayanirnaya on 
Brhadaranyakasankarabhasya, he says that he has written it having followed the 
statements of Suresvara.!95! The similarity between NN and BBP is in one way 
interpreted as NN being based on BBP. But keeping in mind what Citsukha says in the 


introductory verses of his BBP, there may be a possibility that BBP is based on NN. 


Textual evidences from TS, TP and other texts 

In his TP, while refuting vyapti, Citsukha mentions the various options of the 
substratum or substrata of vyapti in the form of avinabhava. After mentioning them in 
a verse, he then refutes them in the next verse. At first his refutation looks fine, but 
when observed closely, an incongruity in one of his refutations can be noticed. 
Following is the verse in which he provides the said options; 

"kim vyaktyorathava jatyostadvatorva visSesayoh/ 

vyaptistvayesyate kim va sadhyasadhanavattvayoh//"1052 

In the above verse, one of the options is that the vyapti resides in two vyakti-s, 
that is, in an individual dhtima and an individual vahni. In the following verse he 
refutes the said options; 

"sa na vyaktyostadanantyanna jatyostadasambhavat/ 


na tadvatoruktadosanna caturtho'nirupanat//"1053 


1050 nracamacaryapadanam padavimanugacchata/ ; 

gitabhasye krta tka tikatam purusottamam// - end of Anandajfiana's commentary on Sankarabhasya of 
Bhagavadgita Adhyaya 18. See BGB (Adhyaya 18), p. 434 

1051 brhadaranyake bhasye Sisyopakrtisiddhaye/ : 

sureSvaroktimasritya kriyate nyayanirnayah// - beginning of Anandajfiana's commentary on 
Sankarabhasya of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. See UB, Vol. 3, p. 1 

1052 TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 586 


1058 TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 587 
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He refutes the first option, which is that vyapti resides in two vyakti-s, by 
saying that vyakti-s are infinite. The refutation does not fit with the option, because 
the option to be refuted was two vyakti-s and not simply vyakti-s. This incongruence 
becomes clearer when the prose portion next to the verse, is observed. In the prose 
portion, Citsukha says: 

"nadyah vyaktinamanantatvattatra sambandhagrahanasambhavat/ na 
hyasarvajfiena sarva vyaktayo visesato jfayante/"!054 

The first sentence in the above excerpt uses 'vyaktinam' instead of 'vyaktyoh’, 
whereas the second sentence uses the same context to say that someone who is not 
omniscient cannot know all the vyakti-s specifically (not just two vyakti-s). Following 
is an excerpt of the refutation of vyapti from Khandanakhandakhadya (KKK): 

"na kvacitkah sambandho vyaptih sarvatrikasya tathatvena vivaksitatvat iti 
cetkimidam sarvatrikatvam sambandhasya sarvasu tajjattyavyaktisu vidyamanateti 
cenneyam sarvatajjatiyavyaktya'parijiane sakyavadharana na ca sarvasta vyaktayo 
visesato jfatum sakyah"!955 

The last sentence of the above excerpt from KKK matches strikingly with the 
one from TP mentioned previously: 

"na hyasarvajfiena sarva vyaktayo visesato jhayante" - TP 
"na ca sarvasta vyaktayo visesato jfatum sakyah" - KKK 
Such a statement in KKK is congruent because there the context is the 


omnipresence of vyapti in all vyakti-s and not just two vyakti-s. A question then arises 


1054 TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 587 


1055 KKK (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 345 
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that if Citsukha has referred to KKK for this, why did he not refute it by saying 'na 
vyaktinamanantatvat' instead of 'sa na vyaktyostadanantyat' in the verse? 

The answer lies in TS, where while refuting the various options of the 
substratum or substrata of avinabhava, Anandajfiana takes up the option of two 
vyakti-s. His version of the refutation is as follows: 

"sa ca jatyoh vyaktyoh upadhyoh tadvatoh va na nirtpyate/ ... napi 
dhimagnivyaktyoh asau sidhyati anugamabhavat/"!056 

Here the refutation of 'vyaktyoh' is congruent because Anandajfiana states the 
lack of anugama between all couples of vyakti-s, even though there is some 
connection between two vyakti-s. It is to be noticed that both Citsukha and 
Anandajfiana use dual declensions for the options (jatyoh, upadhyoh, vyaktyoh). In 
the one of the other options (jatyoh), Citsukha sticks to the dual declension in its 
refutation. 1057 

The answer to the question of why Citsukha, if he has referred to KKK for this 
refutation, refuted the option of two vyakti-s by mentioning infinite vyakti-s, is that he 
referred to both TS and KKK for this refutation. He took the options from TS but took 
the refutations from KKK. Because Sitharsa in his KKK does not refute the option of 
two vyakti-s and refutes by mentioning the impossibility of perceiving all vyakti-s, 
Citsukha also picked up the refutation based on infinite or all vyakti-s. 

This piece of evidence at least suggests that TS is prior to TP, and that 


Citsukha referred to TS while authoring his TP, but while authoring the 


1056 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 90 


1087 napi dvittyah yaddhimatvam yatra va dhimatvam tadvahnitvam tatra va vahnitvamiti 
niyamasambhavat tayorbhinnatvadbhinnadhikaranatvacca - TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 589 
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aforementioned portion, he may have missed bridging the gap between one of the 
options and its refutation. 

Sesasarmgadhara in his NM has cited both TS and TP. At one place he cites the 
Tarkasangrahakara's anumanaprayoga, which has been stated by Anandajfiana to 
assert that prthivi dravya is anitya in its entirety.!058 This anumanaprayoga has also 
been mentioned by Citsukha in his TP. But interestingly, Sesa Sarigadhara identifies 
Anandajfiana with it, instead of Citsukha. It seems that he knew that this 
anuméanaprayoga was originally the idea mentioned in TS and not TP. 

Elsewhere, Sesa Sarngadhara cites TP, and the way he mentions it, makes an 
implication that a certain refutation in TS, had probably received a rebuttal after its 
authorship, and when TP was authored, the rebuttal was mentioned and a counter was 
provided.!059 As shown earlier, during the refutation of dravya, Anandajfiana also 
refutes the 'gunavattvatyantabhavanadhikaranatva', but he leaves the demonstration of 
the various atyantabhava-s after showing that even if the Vaisesika accepts multiple 
atyantabhava-s, there would still be ativyapti in anadhikaranatva of all the 


atyantabhava-s whose pratiyogin is gunavattva.!960 After showing ativyapti in the said 


1088 prthivitvamanityamatravrtti prthivimatravrttitvat patatvavaditi tarkasangrahakara manyante - LA, 
p. 20 
This is in TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 28. 


1059 yattvatra tattvapradipikakarenotpattyanantaraksane avyaptimudbhavya 
gunavattvatyantabhavanadhikaranatve pariharamasankyotpattyanantaraksanavisiste kadacidapi 
gunanudayat punaravyapteh tadavasthatvannaivamiti parihrtam - LA, p. 4 


atha caturvimSatigunanamanyatamagunavattvatyantabhavanadhikaranata vivaksita tadapi na 
anyatamasabdena rupaderevaikaikasya sarvasya va vivaksayam purvabhihitavyaptidosasya 
tadavasthatvat - TP (Dvittya Pariccheda), p. 455 


1060 tadabhedaniyamat tasminnapi tadatyantabhavasambhavat naivam iti cet tarhi 


gunavattapratiyogikasarvatyantabhavanadhikaranatvasya va laksanatve saiva ativyaptih - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 19 
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atyantabhava, Anandajfiana shows ananugama in the two options of the pratiyogin.!06! 
Instead of ananugama, Citsukha shows avyapti, which is specifically connected with 
the freshly produced dravya (purvabhihitavyapti). Ananugama is the lack of genericity 
or the lack of the knowledge of a common factor in multiple entities, whereas avyapti 
is the lack of pervasion in a portion of the laksya, which is based on the actual 
presence and absence of something in something else. There can be a case where 
although X exists in Y, and hence the laksana 'Y is that which possesses X' is correct 
and does not incur the fault of avyapti, but because X is of many types, for example, 
Xi, X2, upto Xn, the knowledge of any one of the types in all dravya-s may not 
happen, leading to the fault of ananugama. Similarly, the knowledge of the presence 
of gandha in all dravya-s cannot happen as per the Vaisesika-s, because gandha only 
exists in prthivi. Hence although all dravya-s have some or other guna or 
gunasamanya, but all dravya-s do not have the gunavisesa called gandha. Hence the 
laksana which puts gandha as the guna being possessed, would not be cognised in all 
dravya-s. 

Having shown the said ativyapti in all atyantabhava-s, Anandajfiana leaves 
aside the issue of the freshly born dravya and takes up dravya-s which have crossed 
the first moment after being born. Hence, there can be something which is present in 
all the dravya-s after the first moment, and that it can be used to remove the issue of 
ananugama. This is why, Anandajfiana shows his opponent as replying with the idea 


that the pratiyogin is sankhyavattva.!062 The reason is that sankhya is present in all the 


1061 kifica yatkificidgunavattvam sarvagunavattvam va atyantabhavapratiyogi na adyah 
pratiyogibhitasya ekaikasya gunasya sarvatra asambhavena laksanasya ananugatatvapatat/ - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 19 


1062 samkhyavattvam pratiyogitvena vivaksitam iti cet - TS (Paricched 1), p. 19 
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dravya-s after they have crossed the first ksana of their creation. Citsukha on the other 
hand, takes the issue back to the freshly produced dravya, and shows avyapti of 'not 
being the substratum of any one of the 24 guna-s'.!%3 Citsukha seems to have 
expanded and demonstrated Anandajfiana's argument of ativyapti in atyantabhava, and 
then with the intention of upgrading the refutation from a basic fault of ananugama to 
a major fault of avyapti, Citsukha joined this end of the argument with the very first 
argument of his and Anandajfiana. 

But Citsukha does seem to have felt the incompleteness of his argument, 
because after this, he comes back to the issue of the knowledge of sankhya and 
prthaktva in guna-s.!°4 Then after considering the issue of anavastha being advanced 
by the opponent, Citsukha considers the opponent's idea that the knowledge of the 
sankhya and prthaktva residing in dravya, happens in guna via the ekarthasamavaya 
pratyasatti.!965 He replies to this by saying that the very opposite can be said, that is, 
the sankhya and prthaktva in guna, appears in dravya via the said pratyasatti.!°°6 Then 
again after some more discussion on the difference of sankhya in the number of guna- 
s and dravya-s, Citsukha arrives at the counterargument that if sankhya and prthaktva 
of dravya can appear in guna and karman, so can the satta, samanya and so forth 


appear in the guna.!67 This is similar to Anandajfiana's counter against the assertion 


1063 atha caturvimsatigunanamanyatamagunavattvatyantabhavanadhikaranata vivaksita tadapi na 
anyatamasabdena rupaderevaikaikasya sarvasya va vivaksayam purvabhihitavyaptidosasya 
tadavasthatvat - TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 455 


1064 kificasminnapi vakralaksane gunadisvapi sankhyaprthaktvayoh pratiteh katham nativyaptih - TP, p. 
456 


1065 dravyagatasankhyaprthaktvabhyameva tadekarthasamavayalaksanapratyasatya gunadisvapi 
tadvyavaharopapattau vyartha tatkalpaneti cet - TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 457 


1066 maivam viparyayasyapi suvacatvat - TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 457 


1067 dravyesu tatsambhavat dravyagatasattasamanyadibhireva gunakarmanorapi sadvyavaharopapattau 
tatra sattasamanyakalpanavaiyarthyaprasangacca - TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), pp. 457-458 
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of ekarthasamavaya and secondary knowledge of sankhya in guna and so forth, but it 
is closer to Sriharsa's closing statements of his dravya refutation in KKK.1068 In TS, 
such a counterargument follows a rather smooth sequence, whereas in TP, it comes 
after many unnecessary counterarguments in between. For example, there was no 
need to present the counterargument of the sankhya of guna-s appearing in dravya-s, 
because ultimately, the argument ends with the aforesaid counterargument about satta 
samanya, just like it ends in TS. The issue of KKK's similar aforesaid argument shall 
be discussed in 5.3. 

Upto this point, it seems that both the TP and Sega Sarngadhara's citation in 
NM show that Citsukha's refutation of the said laksana came after Anandajiiana's 
refutation, and the former added a further layer to the refutation based on that of 
Anandajfiana, while also explaining Anandajfiana's argument with demonstrations. It 
so happens that when an author is referring to multiple texts for composing their own 
text, many a time there is a break in the smooth flow. For example, the issue of 
anavastha taken up by Citsukha from the piirvapaksa, is present in KKK.!99 The way 
in which both Sriharsa and Citsukha handle this, shows how Citsukha has tried to add 
his own creative input to this after referring to Sriharsa's dravya refutation. This also 


shows why there are breaks in the continuity and congruity of argumentation in TP, 


1068 sankhyaikarthasamavayat tatra sankhyabuddhirna mukhya iti cet tarhi sattaikarthasamavayat tatra 
sattadhth na mukhya ityapi syat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 


dravye eva sankhyasvikare tatsambandhad gunepi kalpanalaghavad gune sankhyadyasvikara iti cenna 
viparitameva kuto na syat sattasamanyamapi ca gunadau kimarthamangikriyate/ dravyadvaraiva tatra 
tadvyavaharopapatteh/ - KKK (Caturtha Pariccheda), pp. 585-586 


1069 na ca mantavyam gunesvapi gunabhyupagame'navasthaprasakteh 
sankhyaprthaktvapratitirbhrantiriti ripadisu tadabhyupagame'pi sankhyaprthaktvayoh 
sankhyaprthaktvantaranabhyupagamenaivanasthapariharat - TP (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 456 


sankhyayah sankhyavattve'navasthaprasangannisankhyatvavyavasthitau drstantatvam bhavisyati iti 
cenna prthaktvenapi tasyah sambhavitadravyakotipravesatvat - KKK (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 582 
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which becomes all the more clear when Citsukha ends the dravya refutation in a 
similar manner as that of Sriharsa, which is, by saying that satta simanya of guna can 
be sourced from dravya. It is beyond reasonable to think that someone of the stature 
and learning as of Citsukha would think in this manner, where he first begins an 
argument, then deviates, then returns, then deviates and finally returns back to 
conclude the argument. It is hence possible, that while composing this portion of his 
text, he was looking at both TS and KKK, and just as he added his own inputs to the 
already existing argument of the latter, he did the same with that of the former. 

Near the end of his TP, Citsukha mentions and quotes someone whom he calls 
'aradhyapada', whom Pratyaksvariipa mentions as Citsukha's Guru in his 
Nayanaprasadini commentary.!°70 The statement quoted is in a text titled 
"Nyayasudha', which presents the idea that although avidya is one, there are 
differences in its akara.!°7! This idea is strikingly similar to the one stated by 
Anandajfiana at the end of TS.!°72 A mention of differences in the avastha of avidya is 
found in the Paficapadikavivarana.!073 Citsukha may have mentioned his Guru's 
statement because it may have been he who used the specific term 'akara' instead of 
'avastha’. Anandajfiana briefly arrives at his idea of akarabheda by citing the statement 


of attributed to Vimuktatman alias Istasiddhikara, and says: 


1070 evam hi nyayasudhayamaradhyapadairupapaditam - TP (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 960 
Pratyaksvartipa's commentary on the same : aradhyapadah svaguravah jianasiddhikarah/ padasabdasca 
pujarthastatpranitam ca vedantaprakaranam nyayasudha/ 


1071 samsaramilakaranavidya yadyapyekaiva tathapi tasyah santyeva bahavah akarah - TP (Caturtha 
Pariccheda), p. 960 


1072 atmajfiansya ekasyaiva akarabhedabhiprayatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 139 


1073 athava mulajfianasyaiva avasthabhedah rajatadyupadanani suktikadijfianaih sahadhyasena 
nivartante iti kalpyatam - PP (Vivarana), p. 99 


eee) 


"yavanti jfianani tavanti ajhanani iti asya ca atmajfasya ekasyaiva 
akarabhedabhiprayatvat na ajiianabhedavisayakatvam"!074 

Here Anandajfiana cites the statement 'yavanti jfianani tavanti ajfianani' and 
expresses that the abhipraya or intended meaning of this statement is that even though 
there is one single ajfiana of atman, there are differences of its akara-s. He presents his 
interpretation in contrast with the other, which is 'ajfianabhedavisayakatvam'. When 
Citsukha mentions the akarabheda idea, he does not own it, but gives due credit to his 
Guru for coming up with it. Anandajfiana, in his commentary on 
Brhadaranyakabhasyavarttika similarly cites the same statement and says that the 
akarabheda of ajfiana is accepted.!°75 In his commentary on Brhadaranyakabhasya of 
Adi Sankaracarya, Anandajfiana uses the word ‘akara' to describe a certain state of 
avidya.!076 In the same text, Anandajiiana, while he follows Adi Saikaracarya in the 
interpretation of the phrase "indro mayabhih pururtipa Tyate", calls the use of 
bahuvacana for Maya or Ajfiana being based on 'prakarabheda'.!°77 In TS, he has used 
the expression 'prakarabheda' in the same sense as of 'akarabheda'.!078 

After Citsukha himself concludes his idea of one single Jiva and one single 


avidya, he assumes the character of someone who believes in multiple Jiva-s and 


1074 TS (Pariccheda 3), pp. 138-139 


1075 na caikasminnanekajhianasvikare'paraddhanto yavanti jfianani tavantyajfiananityupagamat/ na ca 
brahmanyapi rajjuvadanekajnanaprasaktavamuktih savisesanirvisesatvabhyam tayorbhedattasminnap1 
tadakarabhedangikaracca - Anandajfiana's commentary on Brhadaranyakabhasyavartika, 
Sambandhavartika, verse 392. See BBV, Part 1, Sambandhavartika, p. 120 


1076 tatra tena"karenavidya'vasthitetyaha tadavastheti - On Sankarabhasya of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 
4.3.20. See UB, Vol. 3, p. 329 


1077 mithyajfhanahetubhitanadyanirvacyadandayamanajfavasadesa bahuripo bhati/ prakarabhedattu 
bahuktiriti - On Sankarabhasya of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.6.2. See UB, Vol. 3, p. 214 


1078 na ca svapnajagradbhedakam anekam ajfianam abhistam tatprakarabhede'pi 
tatsvaripabhedabhavasya uktatvat/ - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 139 
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multiple avidya-s.!979 Citsukha, while he pretends to reject the idea that there is only 
one single avidya, cites the same statement attributed to Vimuktatman, to say that one 
single Jiva has been accepted to possess multiple avidya-s.!080 The Nayanaprasadini 
commentary on this passage clarifies that this idea of one single Jiva and one single 
avidya, is what Citsukha's own siddhanta is.!°8! Then before Citsukha begins with his 
discussion on the idea of multiple avidya-s and multiple Jiva-s, the same commentary 
clarifies the context of the ensuing discussion. It says that for those whose intellects 
are pure, Citsukha has presented the idea of one single Jiva (and one single avidya), 
but for those whose minds are caught in duality, for them Citsukha shall discuss the 
idea of multiple Jiva-s (and multiple avidya-s) by the way of finding faults with it and 
then providing solutions. !082 

During this discussion by Citsukha, where he assumes the character of 
someone who supports the idea of multiple Jiva-s and multiple avidya-s, one can 


easily find some statements which are of the pirvapaksa in TS, but in TP, Citsukha 


1079 tadevam svavidyaya brahmaiva samsarati svavidyaya ca mucyate iti ekavidyapakse'pi na 
kasciddosah tatha nanavidyapakse'pi - TP (Caturtha Pariccheda), pp. 931-932 


1080 yastavadekaivavidyeti pakse dosah so'nabhyupagamadeva parastah brahmana evaikasya 
tattadanadyanantavidyavacchedenanantajivanirbhasaspadatvabhyupagamat/ ekasyapi ca 
jivasyanekavidyasadbhavabhyupagamat/ istasiddhikarairapi yavanti jhanani 
tavantyajhananityanekavidyasvikarat - TP (Caturtha Pariccheda), pp. 936-937 


1081 samarthitamekajivavadamupasamharati tademiti - TP (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 931 
1082 evam brahmasvabhavavidyasambandhadyanurodhena visadamatinprati ekajivapaksah samarthitah 
ye tu mandamatayo nibidadvaitavasanaskandajadatamasemusayo baddhamuktadivyavasthasthemani 


baddhastha nanajivapaksameva rocayanti tanprati 
nanajivapaksamapyaksepasamadhanabhyamabhidarsayati - TP (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 932 


Di 


supports them.!°83 Before this discussion, one can find statements in TP, which 
resemble those of TS almost exactly.!984 It is further worth noting that just around the 
portion where Anandajfiana begins to state his idea of akarabheda of ajfiana, Citsukha 
picks up all of the TS's pirvapaksa statements and supports them, while he assumes 
the character of someone who supports the idea of multiple Jiva-s and multiple 
avidya-s. It is only when Citsukha concludes this portion of his text, that he finally 
arrives at the idea of avidyalesa, and to support that he cites his Guru's idea of 
akarabheda in a single avidya. 

In the TS, the idea of akarabheda in ajfiana is presented without much 
discussion, and it comes at a point where it should. Unlike in TS, in TP, the idea of 
akarabheda takes a long time to appear. In this portion of the TS, the purvapaksa 
statements and rejoinders along with their refutations by Anandajfiana follow a clear 
sequence. After concluding his idea that there is one atman, and one avidya, 
Anandajfiana proceeds further to cite statements from the sastra to prove that there is 
only one avidya, which has different akara-s which could explain the complexity at 
the vyavahara level of existence. After he states this, the next logical question is that 


whether one single ajfiana is responsible for both jagrat and svapna, to which he 


1083 yatha hi jagratsvapnavibhedakam nan ajfianam abhyupagatam tathaiva muktamuktadiripena 
vyavaharikanantajivanam Sukavamdevapamaraprabhrtinam pratibhanat tadupapattaye 
taddhetubhitanantajianabhyupagame'pi na kificit dtisanam iti cet maivam - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 139 


avidya kalpyate'neka jagratsvapnavibhedita/ 

yatha tathaiva kalpyantamanantah sati kalpake//6// 

mamapi muktamuktadirupena vyavaharikanantajivanam sukavamadevaparasaraprabhrtinam 
pratibhasanattadupapattaye tattaddhetubhitanekavidyabhyupagame'pi na dosah/ - TP (Caturtha 
Pariccheda), pp. 939-940 


sum me 


yavadajnhanam sarvavyavasthanam svapnavat upapannatvat nivrtte tu jhanat ajfane 
vyavasthahetvabhavat na kacidapi vyavastha'sti - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 138 


yattu brahmana evavidyasrayatve vidvadavidvadguruSisyabandhamoksavyavastha na syaditi tadasat 


yavadavidyam sarvavyavasthanam svapnavadupapatteh/ nivrttayam tasyam na kacidapi vyavastha/ - TP 
(Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 915 
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responds by reiterating that there is only one ajfiana for both, but there is akarabheda. 
At this point the main portion of his discussion ends. 

Unlike this, in the corresponding portion of TP, the sequence seems to break 
many a time. For example, once Citsukha assumes the aforesaid character, and makes 
the corresponding purvapaksa of TS, which asks whether there is only one or multiple 
ajfiana-s for both jagrat and svapna, as his own paksa, even after presenting himself to 
be of the opinion that there are multiple avidya-s, what he considers as a ptrvapaksa's 
rejoinder, should not have been stated. The piirvapaksa rejoinder is this; "for the sake 
of establishing the intermediate differences (avantarabheda-s), avidyabheda should be 
conceptualised."!985 The rejoinder ends with ‘iti cet’, and even though he is showing as 
his purvapaksa those who believe in one single avidya, his so-called ptrvapaksa 
challenges him by asking him to accept avidyabheda which he has already stated to 
have accepted in his assumed character.!°86 If his opponent is actually an 
ekavidyavadin, and Citsukha has accepted anekavidyavada, and also has stated that 
there are infinite avidya-s related to infinite Jiva-s, why would his opponent challenge 
him to accept anekavidyavada or avidyabheda? 

This makes it amply clear that for some reason, even after he assumes the 
position of an anekavidyavadin, Citsukha presents his opponent to be professing 
anekavidyavada, which implies that knowingly or unknowingly Citsukha presents 


himself as a proponent of ekavidyavada. This is evident from his reply to the 


1085 kalpitatvavisese'pi kimcidvyavaharikam 
yaddehadyatmabhavadinivartakatmasaksatkaraparyantamanuvartate kimcitpratibhasikam 
yatpramatrtvadivyavahare satyeva nivartata ityavantarabhedasiddhaye avidyabhedah kalpantiya iti cet - 
TP (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 939 


1086 Just before this portion, Citsukha states: 

yastavadekaivavidyeti pakse dosah so'nabhyupagamadeva parastah brahmana evaikasya 
tattadanadyanantavidyavacchedenanantajtvanirbhasaspadatvabhyupagamat - TP (Caturtha Pariccheda), 
p. 936 
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aforesaid challenge, where he says that it won't be a fault in his position to 
conceptualise multiple avidya-s.!087 A closer look at his reply reveals something more. 
In his reply, Citsukha says that for infinite Jiva-s he can conceptualise multiple 
avidya-s.!988 This same reply as it is presented in the form of a pirvapaksa statement 
in TS, is about accepting infinite avidya-s for infinite Jiva-s.!089 This version in the TS 
is most likely the original version, because the main issue being raised is not that there 
should be multiple avidya-s, but that there should be infinite avidya-s. This becomes 
clear from the verse which precedes Citsukha's reply in prose. The verse says that just 
like the multiplicity of avidya-s has been accepted on the basis of jagrat and svapna, 
in the same manner infinite avidya-s could be conceptualised.!9 In the prose portion 
of the reply, Citsukha does not say that infinite avidya-s could be conceptualised, but 
instead says that multiple avidya-s could be conceptualised. The issue, as per the 
version in TS, was not of multiple avidya-s, but of infinite avidya-s. But as is seen in 
TP, Citsukha's pirvapaksa's statement only asks him to accept multiple avidya-s.!09! 
Then suddenly, in the metrical reply by Citsukha, the issue becomes that of infinite 
avidya-s, and in the prose portion of Citsukha's reply, the issue becomes that of 
multiple avidya-s. This shows that Citsukha took these portions from TS, and that 
1087 mamapi muktamuktadirtipena vyavaharikanantajivanam Sukavamadevaparasaraprabhrtinam 
pratibhasanattadupapattaye tattaddhetubhitanekavidyabhyupagame'pi na dosah - TP (Caturtha 
Pariccheda), pp. 939-940 


Notice the phrase "...anekadvidyabhyupame'pi na dosah". How could avidyabheda be presented as a 
dosa in avidyabhedavada to refute it? 


1088 |. vyavaharikanantajivanam ... tattaddhetubhitanekavidyabhyupagame'pi - TP (Caturtha 
Pariccheda), pp. 939-940 


1089 muktamuktadiripena vyavaharikanantajivanam ... tattaddhetubhitanantajfianabhyupagame'pi na 
kificit disanam iti cet - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 139 


1090 avidya kalpyate'neka jagratsvapnavibhedita/ 
yatha tathaiva kalpyantamanantah sati kalpake//6// - TP (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 939 


1091 avidyabhedah kalpaniya iti cet - TP (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 939 
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knowingly or unknowingly, he forgot the position which he had assumed for a lengthy 
discussion. Following is a demonstration of the above statements together for a better 


comparison. 


Purvapaksa in TP kalpitatvavisese'pi kimcidvyavaharikam 
yaddehadyatmabhavadinivartakatmasaksatkaraparyantamanuvartate 
kimcitpratibhasikam yatpramatrtvadivyavahare satyeva nivartata 
ityavantarabhedasiddhaye avidyabhedah kalpantya iti cet (TP, p. 939) 


Citsukha's reply in avidya kalpyate'neka jagratsvapnavibhedita/ 


verse yatha tathaiva kalpyantamanantah sati kalpake// (TP, p. 939) 
Citsukha's reply in mamapi muktamuktadirtpena vyavaharikanantajivanam 
prose Sukavamadevaparasaraprabhrtinam pratibhasanattadupapattaye 


tattaddhetubhitanekavidyabhyupagame'pi na dosah (TP, p. 939) 


Purvapaksa in TS yatha hi jagratsvapnavibhedakam nana ajianam abhyupagatam tathaiva 
muktamuktadirtpena vyavaharikanantajivanam 
sukavamadevapamaraprabhrtinam pratibhanat tadupapattaye 


p. 139) 


As has been mentioned, Citsukha quotes his Guru's statement from the latter's 
text called Nyayasudha. Appayya Diksita in his Siddhantalesasamgraha quotes 
'Nyayasudhakrt’ or the author of Nyayasudha. Nyayasudhakrt states that the 
knowledge of 'san ghatah' (pot is existent) happens as a matter of pratyaksa, in which 
the satta (existence) appears in the pot through the relation of the latter with its 
substratum where the satta resides, and if someone says that the blue colour of the pot 
also should exist in the said substratum, it is refuted by saying that the substratum 
(Brahman in this case) is colourless and that colour can be imagined as residing in the 
pot, whereas if satta too would reside in the pot, it would lead to kalpanagaurava.!092 
Similar to this, Anandajfiana is of the opinion that the knowledges of 'ghatah san’, 


‘patah san' and so forth, are pratyaksa, and happen on the basis of the samanya, which 


1092 nyayasudhakrtastvahuh ghataderaindriyakatve'pi san ghata ityadiradhisthanasattanuvedha iti na 
virodhah/ evam nilo ghata ityadiradhisthananailyanuvedhah kim na syaditi cet na/ srutya sadriipasya 
vastuno jagadupadanatvamuktamavirodhat sarvasammatamiti tadanuvedhenaiva san ghata 
ityadipratibhasopapattau ghatadavapi sattakalpane gauravam/ tasya rupadihinatvannailyadikam 
ghatadaveva kalpantyamiti vaisamyamiti - SLS (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 233 
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resides everywhere, and is known through presence of vyavahara of 'sat sat' (existent 
existent).!093 Along with this, he is also of the opinion that 'sanmatra' alone exists, 
which is the basis of the appearance of the multitude of existence.!0°4 Appayya Diksita 
has contrasted the view of Nyayasudhakrt with that of Tattvasuddhikrt and others, 
where the latter are of the opinion that the knowledge of 'san ghatah' is not 
pratyaksa.!995 Hence it seems that Appayya Diksita thought that the quoted view of 
Nyayasudhakrt was probably an original contribution of the latter. As has been shown, 
the said views of Nyayasudhakrt and that of Anandajfiana are very much similar to 
each other. Keeping in mind the similarity of the ideas of akarabheda of mulajnana, 
the similarity of the ideas just shown, strongly suggests that the author of Nyayasudha 
is none other than Anandajfiana, whom even Citsukha has quoted on the basis of the 
said text. 

It is also to be noted that TP is not a text purely dedicated to the refutation of 
Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s. The reason is that out of its four pariccheda-s, only 
one pariccheda, which is the second pariccheda, contains the said refutations, whereas 
the other pariccheda-s are more or less dedicated to the discussion, investigation and 
criticism of Vedanta. This is why Citsukha has titled his text as 


‘pratyaktattvapradipika', although it contains the 'chatter' dedicated to refuting the 


1098 sarvatra anuvrtte sattasamanye parisistanam antarbhavasambhavat tasyaiva ekasya tenatenatmana 
prathamanatvopapattau vastubhedakalpanaya nisprayojanatvat/ tatha ca ghatah sanpatah sannityadi 
pratyaksam etadanukilam alaksyate/ - TS (Pariccheda 1), pp. 18-19 


1094 sattvamekam hi samanyamanyattatraiva kalpitam/ 

na cadhisthanato'nyatra kalpitam siddhimasnute// 

sarvatranuvrttam sanmatrameva vastubhiitam abhyupetavyam sadvyavaharanuvrtteh sarvatrikatvat/ 
tatraiva ca anyat dravyatvadi sarvamapi kalpyate dravyatvadau sadvyavaharasya kalpanadhinatvat/ na 
ca tat tato'nyatra asti kalpitasya adhisthanatirekena satta'sphuranat/ - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 122 


1095 atrahustattvasuddhikaradayah na pratyaksam ghatapatadi tatsattvam va grhnati kim 
tvadhisthanatvena ghatadyanugatam sanmatram/ - SLS (Dvitiya Pariccheda), p. 230 


262 


divergent opinions or disagreements.!996 On the contrary, TS is mainly dedicated to 
the refutation of the Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s, because in all of its three 
pariccheda-s, it contains the said refutations. It is only in a portion of the first and the 
third pariccheda-s that Anandajfidna discusses, investigates and refutes some ideas 
which are mainly concerned with Vedanta. This is why Anandajfiana has titled his text 
as 'tarkasangraha' because it is mainly dedicated to the refutation of the said darsana-s. 

The textual evidences presented can be explained by stating that Citsukha 
referred to TS for authoring TP. The idea that TS is based on TP, would not be able to 
explain the evidences presented. Hence, in the view of the evidences presented, it is 
highly likely that the Guru of Citsukha, whose view on akarabheda of a single avidya 
has been mentioned in TP, is none other than Anandajfiana. Consequently, there could 
be two other texts authored by Anandajiiana, namely Nyadyasudha (mentioned by 


Citsukha) and Jhanasiddhi (mentioned by Pratyaksvartpa). 


Finding the name of Citsukha's Guru in Citsukha's own writings 

One may ask that if Cisukha has picked up so many passages from NN and 
TS, why does not he mention Anandajfiana? In both the introductory verses of TP and 
BBP, he has mentioned someone, who is taken to be possessing the name 
'‘Jhanottama', whom he bows down to.!997 This name is taken to be that of his Guru. 


He is also differentiated from the Jhanottama Misra who belonged to or resided in the 


1096 vipratipattivratadhvantadhvamsapragalbhavacala/ 
kriyate citsukhamunina pratyaktattvapradipika vidusa//3// - TP (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 5 
Note the use of 'vacala' with regard to the refutations in the text. 


1097 jyotiryaddaksinamirti vyasasankarasabditam/ 


jianottamakhyam tadvande satyanandapadoditam// - TP (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 4 and SMB, Vol. 1, 
p. 1 
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Cola country, and has written a commentary on Naiskarmyasiddhi.!098 Jnanottama 
mentioned by Citsukha, is mentioned in some of his colophons as 'Gaudesvara', which 
may indicate his relation to or residence of Gauda. 1099 

There has been a practice of mentioning the name of one's own Guru 
indirectly by using a synonym of the complete name or a part of it. Suresvara 
mentions his Guru Adi Saikaracarya as Bhavanamabhrt (having the name of Bhava or 
Siva i.e., Sankara) in his Taittirtyabhasyavarttika.!!00 At the end of his 
Brhadaranyakabhasyavarttika, Suresvara calls him 'the one who has the name 
Vedhas'.!!01 Anandajfiana's own Sisya or his Sisya's Sisya Akhandananda mentions him 
as AnandaSaila and Bodhaprthvidhara in the beginning of his Tattvadipana 
commentary on Paficapadikavivarana.!!02 Amrtananda in his commentary on 
Nyayadipavali called Nyadyaviveka, calls him AnandaSaila.!!°3 The name 
'Anandagaila’ is related to 'Anandagiri', whereas 'Bodhaprthvidhara' is related to 


‘Jnanagiri'. The word 'giri' also means 'pitjya' (respectable or venerable).!104 Similar 


1098 colesu mangalamiti prathitarthanamni 

grame vasanpitrgurorabhidham dadhanah/ 

jianottamah sakaladarsanaparadrasta 

naiskarmyasiddhivivrtim kurute yathavat//5// (Candrika) - NSS (Prathama Adhyaya), p. 1 


1099 sri gaudesvaracaryaparamahamsaparivrajakacaryajfianottamapujyapadasisya- 
srimatparamahamsaparivrajakacaryasricitsukhamuniviracitayam tattvapradipikayam caturthah 
paricchedah - TP (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 966 


1100 mumuksusarthavahasya bhavanamabhrto yateh/ 
Sisyascakara tadbhaktya suresakhyo maharthavit// - Taittirtyabhasyavarttika, Bhrguvalli, 10.49. See 
UB, Vol. 1, p. 628 


1101 tam vande'trikulaprasitamamalam vedho'bhidham madgurum// - Brhadaranyakabhasyavarttika, 
Adhyaya 6, Brahmana 5, verse 23. See BBV, Part 3, p. 2072 


1102 vande sarvamunindrasevyamanisam sr1ibodhaprthvidharam//3, 
srimadanandasailahvapaficasyam satatam bhaje//4 - TD (Sutra 1, Prathama Varnaka), p. 1 


1108 Snandasailanghrisarojabhrgamanandasandramrtapurnaripam - A Descriptive Catalogue of 
Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Tanjore Maharaja Serfoji's Sarasvati Mahal Library, volume XIII, Mss no. 
7461 


1104 Entry on 'giri', Vachaspatyam, Vol. 4, p. 2588 
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meaning is held by the word ‘uttama', which also means '‘utkrsta' (praised or 
respectable).!!95 In this way, the words 'Jhanagiri' and 'Jhanottama’ seem to be 
synonymous. It is to be noted that Citsukha also mentions 'daksinamiurti' in his said 
introductory verse, while drawing unity between him, Vyasa, Saikara, and so forth. 
This becomes all the more an important point because Daksinamirti is Siva, whereas 
the one to whom Citsukha specifically pays due obeisance is Nrsimha, an avatara of 
Visnu. Amrtananda, in his aforesaid text, calls Anandajfiana the ‘apara 
daksinamiurti' (the second daksinamirti).!!9 Again, Amrtananda himself begins with 
paying obeisance to Visnu, but when he mentions Anandajfiana, he mentions 
Daksinamirti. In his Tattvadipana, Akhandananda praises and pays obeisance to 
Anandajiiana just after praising Siva. So it seems that the case of Citsukha equating 
Vyasa, Adi Sankaracarya and his Guru with Daksinamirti, is not merely a coincidence 
but something based on some kind of a tradition. 

Another word which Citsukha mentions along with Jfianottama is 
'Satyananda’. It seems that he uses 'satyanandapadodita’ as an adjective for 
Jhanottama. Here, the word can be divided mainly into three parts, which are 
satyananda-pada-udita. The first two parts could be a bahuvrthi samasa, which could 
mean 'satyananda is the pada (word) of whom! (satyananda iti padam yasya). The term 
pada is grammatically defined as that which has a vibhakti (suptinantam padam). The 
word ‘udita' also means 'udayam prapta' (risen).!107 As an adjective for Jhanottama, it 


tells us about some 'Satyananda', by whom was Jfanottama risen (by receiving 


1105 Entry on ‘uttama’, Vachaspatyam, Vol. 2, p. 1087 


1106 aparam daksinamirtim tamanandagirim bhaje. 
See Footnote 1103. 


1107 Entry on ‘udita', Vachaspatyam, Vol. 2, p. 1165 
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knowledge?). This name Satyananda could as well be a synonym of Suddhananda, as 
both the words 'satya' and 'Suddha' are synonymous from the point of view of 
Brahman as well, for whom these are used in Advaita Vedanta. In this way, it seems 
that Citsukha is telling that his Guru is some Jfanagiri (alias Anandajfiana), whose 
Guru is Suddhananda. 

Another way of analysing it is this; the word ';fianottamakhya' could also mean 
‘the one whose uttamakhya is jfiana', where 'uttamakhya' would mean the last or the 
last part of the name (akhya). The word ‘uttama' also means ‘antya' (last).!108 This 
would mean that the name of the person would end with the word 'jfiana'. The word 
'udita' in 'satyanandapadodita’ also means 'kathita' (spoken).!!© Both the words 
'satyanandapadodita' and 'jianottamakhya' would represent one single person, where 
the former would mean 'the one who is spoken of by the word satyananda', and the 
latter would have the aforesaid meaning. This would mean that the word 'satyananda' 
is primary or first, while ‘jana’ is the last part of the name. In this way, the name 
would be 'satyanandajfiana', which is close to the name 'anandajiana'. The 'satya' in 
'satyananda' may also be regarded as a kind of an extra part attached for the purpose 
of meter or praise. Amalananda mentions his Guru's name in a similar manner, which 
if taken literally, his Guru's name would be 'yatharthanubhavananda’, but it is actually 
simply Anubhavananda.!!!0 Amalananda also uses a compound word similar to 


‘padodita’, that is 'padagita’. 


1108 Entry on ‘uttama’, Vachaspatyam, Vol. 2, p. 1087 
1109 Entry on ‘udita', Vachaspatyam, Vol. 2, p. 1165 


1110 yatharthanubhavanandapadagitam gurum numah// - Vedantakalpataru, p. 3, verse 8. 
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Next is the question about the way in which the title 'Gaudesvara' should be 
interpreted. In some manuscripts of TP, the colophons mention only Citsukha, and not 
Jhanottama.!!!! In the PunyaslokamafijarI of Sarvajfasadasivabodhendrasarasvatt, 
Suresvara is called Gauda, which represents his kind of Brahmana-s.!!!2 He may have 
been called also as Gaudesvara, because of having become prominent amongst the 
Gauda Brahmana-s. At the end of his Sastraprakasika commentary on Suregvara's 
Brhadaranyakabhasyavarttika, Anandajfiana says that he had earned the padavi of 
Visvanubhava,!!!3 who is taken to be Suresvara.!!14 M. Ramakrishna Kavi has shown 
that Suresvara's pre-samnyasa name was 'Visvartipa'.!!!5 It may be the case that in the 
said verse, the padavi or rank which Anandajfiana has talked about, is the rank of 
'Gaudesvara'. This could be another explanation of the title 'Gaudesvaracarya' held by 
Citsukha's guru Jianottama. It may also be the case that such colophons have been 
added much later than the original manuscripts. The later scribes may have referred to 
the said introductory verses, or may have been acquainted to a popular identification 
based on them. 

Another point worth noticing is the way in which the names Anandajfiana, 


Citsukha and Sukhaprakasa (Citsukha's disciple) align with each other. The word 'cit' 


1111 Mss. no. 7448, Descriptive Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Tanjore Maharaja 
Serfoji's Sarasvati Mahal Library, Vol. XIII. 

Mss. no. 282, Descriptive Catalogue of the Government Collective of Manuscripts, Deposited at the 
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Vol. EX, Part I. 

1112 gaudah kasmirajanma ..// - PSM, p. 2, verse 6 


1113 vigvanubhavapadanamavapa padavimaham..// - Verse 2 of Anandajfiana's commentary on 
Brhadaranyakabhasyavartika, Adhyaya 6, Brahmana 5. See BBV, Part 3, p. 2074 


1114 VTL, p. xv 


1115 Tdentity of Suresvara, Journal of Andhra Historical Research Society, Vol. 5, Part 3, pp. 187-192 
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also means 'jfana' and 'sukha' also means 'ananda'.!!!6 Similarly, 'prakasa' also means 
‘jfiana'.!!!7 In this way, the word 'citsukha' is synonymous with 'jfanananda' (reverse 
order of 'anandajfana'). The word 'sukhaprakasa' is synonymous with 
'sukhacit' (reverse order of 'citsukha') and 'anandajfiana’. Similarly, as per 
Punyaslokamajfjari, Stiddhananda's Guru was Jiianananda, and the former's Sisya's 
name was kept Anandajfiana. It may be the case that this is not a mere coincidence. 

It is to be noted that in the introductory verses composed by Anandajfiana in 
his commentaries on Adi Safkaracarya's bhasya-s on Brhadaranyakopanisad and 
Chandogyopanisat, it is shown that his Guru Suddhananda was an expert in refuting 


the opponents' thesis.!!!8 Akhandananda in his Tattvadipana shows Anandajfiana to be 


an expert debater. !!19 


Historical and traditional information regarding Anandajndna and Citsukha 

Keeping in view the previous discussion and evidences presented, it may be 
the case that Citsukha's Guru is Anandajfiana. Citsukha's time period is said to be the 
thirteenth century CE (1220/1284).!!20 As has been stated in chapter 1, Anandajfiana 


has mentioned his time period being the same century. This at least establishes that 


1116 Entry on 'cit', Vachaspatyam, Vol. 4, p. 2930 
Entry on 'sukha', Vachaspatyam, Vol. 6, p. 5307 


1117 Usage example; sarvadvaresu dehe'smin prakasa upajayate/ 
jhanam yada tada vidyad vivrddham sattvam ityuta// - Bhagavadgita 14.11 


1118 surave parapaksaughadhvantadhvamsapatiyase - Verse 2 of Anandajfiana's commentary on 
Sankarabhasya of Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, Adhyaya 1, Sambandhabhasya. See UB, Vol. 3, p. 1. 


Same in the beginning of Anandajfiana's commentary on Sankarabhasya commentary on Chandogya 
Upanisad. See UB, Vol. 2, p. 1. 


1119 yadivaranasamdohaprabhafijanavisaradam/ 
srimadanandasailahvapaficasyam satatam bhaje - TD (Sutra 1, Prathama Varnaka), p. 1, verse 4. 


1120 Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, Vol. XI, p. 602 
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both of them were contemporaries. In the various traditional lists of Acarya-s of the 
Kafici Kamakoti matha, some Anandajfiana is mentioned right after Suddhananda, 
both as the disciple of the latter, and as the head of the Kaficl matha.!!2! S. V. 
Venkateswara published a 15th century CE grant mentioned in three copper-plates, 
which were given to the matha at Conjeeveram (Kanchipuram).!!22 The authenticity 
of the traditional lists is suggested by the fact that the donees of that grant are 
mentioned in them (from 49th to 52nd). In the same paper, S. V. Venkateswara 
suggests that the approximate time of Adi Sankaracarya (the first name in the list) can 
be calculated to be 9th century CE. He says that on an average, the difference between 
each head Acarya is 13.6 years. But this method gives us 9th century CE for the 
Anandajfiana mentioned in the list. This method also disregards the time-limits 
mentioned in the texts like Punyaslokamafyart. 

Elsewhere, in another research paper, S. V. Venkateswara has given a specific 
date to Adi Sankaracarya, which is, from 805 CE to 897 CE.!!23 He has also 
mentioned that as per the tradition, Sarvajfiatman and Adi Sankaracarya were almost 
of the same age.!!24 The Punyaslokamafyjarl mentions Sarvajfiatman after Suresvara, 
and tells that the former entered the samnyasa asrama before the age of 7 years.!125 


The total period of time he spent at the matha, some of which was along with 


1121 Punyaslokamajfijari of Sarvajfiasadasivabodhendra, Gururajaratnamalastavavyakhya of 
Atmabodhendra Sarasvati on Gururajaratnamalastava of Sadasivabrahmendra. 


1122 Kudiyantandal Grant of Vira-Nrisimha : Saka 1429, Epigraphia Indica, Vol. 14, pp. 231-240 


1123 The Date of Sankaracharya, the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland, 
p. 156 


1124 The Date of Sankaracharya, the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland, 
p. 157 


1125 tamrarodhasi vardhanat samuditas samnyasitas saptamat prageva ..// - PSM, p. 3, verse 7 
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Suresvara, is said to be 112 years.!!26 It seems that the verse suggests that he spent 70 
years with Suresvara, and 42 years himself at the matha. 

If we take Adi Sankaracarya's date to be 805 CE, along with the suggestion of 
him being of almost the same age as Sarvajfia, we can still keep Sarvajfia's date as 815 
CE, to be on a safer side. As he entered samnyasa before the age of 7, counting from 
his 7th year, he may have begun staying at the matha during 822 CE. If he spent 112 
years at the matha before his demise, his last year would be 934 CE. Then the seat 
was transferred to Satyabodha, who is said to have lived in the matha upto 96 years, 
before his demise.!!27 So his last year would be 1030 CE. Then Jhanananda is said to 
have taken over the seat and to have lived in the matha upto 63 years before his 
demise.!!28 His last year would be 1093 CE. His disciple Suddhananda became his 
heir and is said to have lived at the matha upto 81 years, before demise.!!29 His last 
year would be 1174 CE. Anandajfiana, his disciple became his successor and is said to 
have spent a total of 69 years at the matha before demise.!!30 Hence, his last year 
would be 1243 CE. 

In this manner, the Anandajfiana mentioned in the list seems to have lived 
from the 12th to 13th centuries CE. It does seem likely that he is the same as the 
author of Tarkasangraha, because he is mentioned as the disciple of Suddhananda and 


has been mentioned as the author of bhasya-s on the bhasya-s of Adi 


1126 tatpithe sasuresvaram samanayad varsamésca yah saptatim catvarimsatamasta sadvayamasavabdan 
svayam tanmathe..// - PSM, p. 3, verse 7 


1127 abdan yastattvasankhyanavasadatha mathe saradanamni kaficyam ..// - PSM, p. 4, verse 11. 
Sriramasastri interprets the word 'tattva' as the number 96, which seems to be connected with Siddha 
medicine system. 
1128 jfananandamunistrisastisaradah sammandya pithim guroh ..// - PSM, p. 5, verse 12 

J yap g p 


1129 guddhanandamunisvarah sa saradah saikamasitim dhuram ..// - PSM, p. 5, verse 13 


1180 vistaryadvayavartma saptatimatho naikam sama gamavan ..//- PSM, p. 6, verse 15 
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Sankaracarya.!!3! Also, his last year has been deduced to be 1243 CE or simply near 
the latter half of the 13th century CE, which matches with the indication of his time 
given by him in his Tarkaviveka.!!32 The said period, which is 1174 CE to 1243 CE is 
only the time of his ascendance to the seat of his guru. It follows that his Tattvaloka, 
which he wrote during his pre-samnyasa life as Janardana, must have been written 
much before, which could be the middle of the 12th century CE. In this manner, he 
becomes a contemporary of Sitharsa, who is said to have lived around 1170 CE.!!33 

The Citsukha mentioned in the same traditional list does not seem to be the 
same as the author of TP, as his guru is said to be Saccitsukha, and further 
Saccitsukha's guru is said to be Purnabodha. No work of Citsukha has been mentioned 
in PunyaSslokamafjart of Sarvajfasadasivabodhendrasarasvatli, 
Gururajaratnamalastavavyakhya of Atmabodhendra Sarasvati on 
Gururajaratnamalastava of Sadasivabrahmendra or in the Jagadguruparamparastava of 
Sudarsanamahadevendrasarasvati. Also, as per two inscriptions found in the 
Vizagapatam, Andhra Pradesh, some Citsukha was managing the temple at 
Simhacalam, situated in the Vizianagaram estate.!!34 The two inscriptions are dated 
1220 CE and 1284 CE. 

Anandajfiana has been said to reside in the Kaficl matha of Kanchipuram, 


Tamil Nadu. He is also said to have stayed at a place called Srigaila during his last 


1131 prakatitaparamacaryabhasyaughabhasyah ..// - PSM, p. 6, verse 14 


1182 kalingadesadhipatau ... nrsimhadeve ... akari maya nibamdhah - New Catalogus Catalogorum, 
Vol. II, p. 100 


1133 Encyclopedia of Indian Philosophies, Vol. XI, p. 557 


1134 Citsukha's contribution to Advaita, Introduction 
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days.!!35 A place of the same name is today located in Andhra Pradesh. It could be the 
case that Citsukha came in contact with Anandajfiana during the latter's stay in the 
said place. The inscriptions give another name of Citsukha, which is 
Nrsimhamahamuni. In the inscription dated 1284 CE, he is also called 
Citsukhasomayajin, which suggests that he had performed the prestigious somayaga. 
This further suggests that he may have led a householder's life before entering 
samnyasa. As per the Mathamnayasetu attributed to Adi Saikaracarya, to be eligible 
for the position of Saikaracarya, one of the necessary conditions is that the candidate 
should have entered samnyasa directly after brahmacarya. !!36 

Hence, it may be the reason why Citsukha has not been the head of the Kajfict 
matha and that the Saccitsukha, Citsukha and Citsukhendra mentioned in the said list, 
are not identical with the author of TP. Staying at the Simhacalam temple, he may 
have come in contact with Anandajfiana, who by that time may have come to be 
known as having written sub-commentaries on all of Adi Sankaracarya's 
commentaries, and commentaries on many of the latter's works, and may have been 
considered as an authority on the Sankara Vedanta. It may have been due to this 
reknowledge, that he was invited to Kalinga by the king Nrsimhadeva, where he may 
have composed his Tarkaviveka. Then, having returned back to the south, he may 
have spent the last part of his life at Srigaila. 

Anandajfiana's pre-samnyasa work Tattvaloka is directly based on 
Anubhitisvartpacarya's Prakatarthavivarana, a sub-commentary on the 


Sankarabhasya of Brahmasitra. It seems to be a work which he had composed in the 


1135 grtéailantikamasadan ...// - PSM, p. 6, verse 15 


1136 brahmacaryacca samnyasto..// - Mathamayasetu, verse 34. See PSM, p. 62 
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earliest years of his life. As he entered samnyasa directly after brahmacarya, it seems 
that he took samnyasa at the least during his twenties. Subtracting twenty years from 
1174 CE, gives us 1154 CE. If he had spent 69 years at the matha, his total lifespan 
may have been 89 years at the time of his death. 

In the view of both the traditional as well as academic evidence, it could be 
said that Anandajfiana's period is mid 12th century CE to mid 13th century CE, at the 
least. It could also be said that Citsukha's guru Jhanottama may as well be 
Anandajfiana. This also suggests that the similarities found in TS and NN, with TP 
and BBP respectively, may be the consequence of the Guru and Sisya relation 
between Anandajfiana and Citsukha respectively. This would further imply that 
Anandajfiana had also composed two other texts called Nyayasudha (mentioned by 


Citsukha), and Jhanasiddhi (mentioned by Pratyaksvaritpa). 


The Jiianottama of Srngeri Matha 


One Jnanottama is also mentioned as the Guru of two well known scholars of 


Uttamajfia composed Vaktavyakasika, also a commentary on Pajficapadika. In the 
available verses where both of them mention the name of their Guru Jhanottama in the 


beginning of their works, unlike Citsukha, they do not mention the word 'satyananda' 
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in connection with their Guru's name.!!37 Citsukha mentions 'satyananda' together 
with 'jianottamakhya' in every available introductory verse of his work. It could be 
said that this is because his introductory verses are identical in his available texts. One 
reason behind Citsukha using the same introductory verse in all such texts could be 
that it held a lot of importance for him, and so the connection between 'satyananda' 
and 'jianottamakhya' would be an important one. Hence, it could be said that the Guru 
of Citsukha and that of Vijnanatman and Uttamajfia is not one and the same. 

Vijfianottama) and Uttamajiia fit perfectly with each other. If Citsukha is taken to be 
the Sisya of this Jhanottama, then it seems that his name 'Citsukha' is odd in 
comparison with the names of his companion Sisya-s. Also, if Citsukha is the disciple 
of this Jhanottama, it seems that after getting an odd name, he kept a congruent name 
of his own disciple Sukhaprakasa. Naming of one's disciples has been taken seriously 
to this date. Hence, it seems that Citsukha may not be the disciple of this Jhanottama, 
whose name is recorded in the list of Sankaracarya-s of the Srngeri Matha. His being 
a disciple of this JAanottama could be a misidentification based on the use of the word 
';fanottamakhya' in the introductory verses of his texts. Along with this, in the 
traditional list of Jagadguru-s of the Srgeri Matha, Jianottama stands at the fifth 


number, the first being Adi Sankaracarya. Adi Sankaracarya's time is upto the early 


1187 digbhyah samrambhagarbham sarabhasamabhi(ya)[tah] prakrame vikramanam 
[va]darabdha yadiyananaputaviluthanmanatarkasravena/ 
jalpakascitraklrpta iva dadhati purah kampavidvesavesam 


Paficapadika. See PP, p. 1. 


yannamasravanadbhitah vadino vanagocarah/ 

tasmai jhanottamaryaya bhaktya nityam namo namah//2// 
jhanottamaryasisyo'hamuttamajiiasamahvayah/ 

vaktavyakasikam paficapadikayah karomi vah//3// - Vaktavya Kasika, p. 1, verses 2-3 
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ninth century CE, and the second in the said list is Suresvaracarya, who was a 
contemporary of Adi Sankaracarya. If we keep on adding 100 years' time from 
SureSvaracarya onward for each head of the Matha, it is only then that we get 
Jnhanottama's time to be 11th century CE. It cannot be said that the 100 years' gap 
between each Jagadguru is not unrealistic, because out of the Jagadguru-s of whom a 
definite timeline exists, many have stayed for less than 50 years. It is then possible 
that the actual time period of Jhanottama would be between 9th and 10th centuries 
CE, in which case he is far from Citsukha, who is accepted to have lived between the 
12th and 13th centuries CE. To think that Citsukha lived upto two or three centuries, 
wouldn't be very realistic, unless we could find an authoritative mention of it. In the 
Vaktavyakasika of Uttamajfiayati published under the Srmgeri Matha, it has been said 
that as per the traditional account of the Matha itself, the time period of Jhanottama is 
from 910-954 CE.!!38 Hence it seems that the word 'jianottamakhya' in Citsukha's 
introductory verses of TP, doesn't point to the Jianottama, who was a disciple of 
Jnhanaghana. 

The only problem with the said list of the Kaficl matha is that the copper-plate 
grant, which is dated to the 16th century CE, mentions the contemporary Acarya-s 
who are numbered 49th to 52nd in the list. The list in Punyaslokamafijart was 
prepared at least in or around the 16th century CE. The Gururajaratnamalastava of 
Sadasivabrahmendra also belongs to a very late period, around 18th century CE. S. V. 
Venkateswara says that the author of Gururajaratnamalastava cannot be taken as an 


authority regarding the more ancient Acarya-s in the list.!139 The similarity between 


1138 §rijfanottamacaryakalah 910 - 954 AD iti Srgeriguruparamparanusarena jfiayate - Vaktavya 
Kasika, Purovak 


1189 Kudiyantandal Grant of Vira-Nrisimha : Saka 1429, Epigraphia Indica, Vol. 14, p. 234 
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the description of Anandajfiana, the author of TS and the one mentioned in 
Punyaslokamajfjari and in the commentary of Gururajaratnamalastava, is too specific 
to be ignored. Also, if we put him in the BCEs, or in the 9th century CE, it would 
push back the authors’ time whom he has referred to in the TS and elsewhere. It may 
be the case that due to the great reverence for Adi Saikaracarya, some of the Advaita 
Acarya-s prior to him may have been pushed down the timeline in order to establish 
the former's seniority. Saccidanandrendra Sarasvati in his book 
Suddhasankaraprakriyabhaskara cites a statement of Adi Sankaracarya from his 
Brhadaranyakabhasya (2.1.20), to show that during the time of Adi Sankaracarya, all 
the Upanisadvadin-s (scholars of the Upanisad-s) agreed that in all the Upanisad-s, it 
has been established that Jiva and Brahman are one.!!49 This implies that even before 
Adi Sankaracarya's time, there were many Advaita Vedantin-s, and not just of his own 
sampradaya. 

This also may be the reason that the Kaficl matha is believed not to be 
established by him. It may have been already there when he had arrived and he may 
simply have accepted it in his order, because there were Advaita Vedantin-s already 
residing at the location. It is also well known that Adi Sankaracarya has mentioned 
Vijianavadin Buddhists in his Brahmasititrabhasya.!!4! In that case, keeping his date as 
the 4th century BCE because of accepting the Punyaslokamafyar''s chronology in both 
letter and spirit, it would coincide with that of Gautama Buddha and would push the 


time of Gautama Buddha and the said Buddhists to a much earlier period. 


1140 “api cana kevalam dvaityadivedantyabhavo bhagavatpadanam kale kvacidapi 
tatparamarsabhavabaladevonntyate kim tu saksadvacanamapi drsyate bhasye tadanim 
tadabhavabhidhayakam ityato'pi/ tadyatha brhadaranyakabhasye - 


sarvesamupanisadvadinam// br. bha. 2-1-20" - SSPB, p. 2 


1141 vijfianavadi bauddha idanim pratyavatisthate - Sankarabhasya on Brahmasiitra 2.2.28 
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A brief summary of the discussion and conclusion 


i. 


ill. 


Vi. 


There are striking similarities between Anandajfiana's TS and Citsukha's TP, and 
also between Anandajfiana's NN and Citsukha's BBP. 

Citsukha in the introduction of his BBP clearly says that he has collected the 
statements of the knowers of the sampradaya, whereas Anandajfiana does not 
make any such statement, which implies that the similarity between NN and BBP 
could be because of BBP being a collection of statements for which Citsukha had 
referred to NN. 

Citsukha in his TP mentions one probably unique idea of his Guru, from the text 
"Nyayasudha’, which is the idea that Maya or Avidya is one but has different 
akara-s. This idea is strikingly similar to the one mentioned by Anandajfiana in 
his TS, especially due to the use of the word 'akara' instead of 'avastha’. 

Appayya Diksita mentions some Nyayasudhakrt who thinks that the knowledges 
of 'ghatah san' and so forth are pratyaksa, and that the knowledge of 'satta' in 
ghata and so forth is because they are connected with the sadriipa Brahman. This 
is very similar to what Anandajfiana has opined in TS. 

Citsukha in his TP, for a while, assumes the character of someone who believes in 
the idea of multiple Jiva-s and multiple avidya-s. In this portion of TP, he takes 
the corresponding purvapaksa statements from TS and supports them. Before such 
a discussion, many of his statements strikingly match with the corresponding 
statements in TS. 

At certain parts, it becomes very clear that the text in TP is inspired by the 


corresponding text in TS. 
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Vil. 


Viil. 


The hint about the name of Citsukha's Guru in the introductory verses of TP and 
also of BBP, which is taken directly from the compound 'jianottamakhya' doesn't 
necessarily mean that his Guru's name was Jianottama, especially when he adds 
'satyanandapadodita’ along with 'jfianottamakhya'. Also, it is well known that 
some disciples never directly mentioned their Guru's name, but used synonyms 
and compound words to indicate it. Citsukha seems to either say that his Guru is 
some Jfanagiri (similar to Anandajfianagiri) who is further a disciple of 
Satyananda (similar to Suddhananda), or he seems to say that his Guru is some 
Satyanandajfiana (similar to Anandajfiana). 

The names of Anandajfiana, and his Guru's Guru Jfianananda (reverse of 
Anandajfiana), seem to fall in line with the names of Citsukha (synonym of 
Jfanananda) and his disciple Sukhaprakasa (synonym of Anandajfiana). 
Citsukha's and his disciple Sukhaprakasa's names don't align with Jhanaghana and 
Jfanottama. This could be because Citsukha was a disciple of Anandajfiana and 
was hence named accordingly, and so was Sukhaprakasa named. Two disciples of 
Jianottama have their names similar to their Guru's, which are Vijfanottama and 
Uttamajfia. And hence it seems that Citsukha's Guru was not literally this 


Jiianottama, who was one of the pontiffs of the Srmgeri Matha. 


. The traditional list of Jagadguru-s of Srigeri Matha places Jiadnottama around 9th 


to 10th centuries CE, whereas Citsukha is placed between 12th and 13th centuries 
CE. Anandajfiana's date, is mid 12th century to mid 13th century CE, and is closer 
to that of Citsukha. 

The date of Anandajfiana which has been arrived at by keeping Adi 


Sankaracarya's date at early 9th century CE, fits with Anandajiidna's mention of 
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king Nrsimhadeva of Kalinga, and also with Citsukha's generally accepted time 
period. 

Hence it is highly likely that Anandajfiana was the Guru of Citsukha, which 
the latter had intended to indicate through his introductory verses in his various texts. 
This also implies that the similarities between TS and TP could be because TP was 
composed after and under the influence of TS. In that case TS must predate TP. The 
idea that someone named as Jfhanottama was Citsukha's Guru could be due to a 
misidentification based on the existence of a Jihanottama who was the Guru of 
Vijfianottama and Uttamajiia. 

Anandajfiana has cited a verse from TP in his commentary on 
Nyayaratnadipavalt.!!42 At the end of his commentary, he gives his name as 
'Anandagiri’.!!43 In Punyaslokamafijari, Anandajfiana is told to have spent his last days 
in Srigaila, a mountain region, today located in Andhra Pradesh. It was at that place, 
where he is said to have attained mukti. In the Mathamnayasetu of Adi Sankaracarya, 
it has been said that the one who lives in forests or hills, is engaged in the study of 
Gita and possesses deep and stable intellect, is given the name 'Giri'.!144 Keeping in 
view both of the aforementioned details, it could be the case that Anandajfiana 
attained the name Anandajfianagiri or Anandagiri during the last portion of his life, 
while he was residing at Srigaila. Keeping in view the various reasons discussed 


earlier, merely one or two citations from TP can only prove that TP had been authored 


1142 pratyekam sadasatvabhyam vicarapadavim na yad/ 

gahate tadanirvacyamahurvedantavedinah// - NRD (Dvittya Adhyaya), p. 178 and TP (Prathama 
Pariccheda), p. 206, verse 13. 

1143 cakre vakravilaksanena supathenanandapirvo girih - NRD (Caturtha Adhyaya), p. 396 


1144 vaso girivane nityam gitadhyayanatatparah/ 
gambhiracalabuddhisca girinama sa ucyate// - MS (Jyotirmathamnaya), p. 11, verse 23 
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by the time Anandajfiana had come to be known as Anandagiri, which was towards 
the last part of his life. Also the verse which has been cited from TP, is merely a 
metrical re-statement of what the knowers of Vedanta have opined. It could be for this 


reason that Anandajfiana cited the said verse from TP. 


5.3 Relation with Sriharga's Khandanakhandakhadya 

A later date for TS is based on the general view that Anandajfiana belongs to 
the 13th century CE. As has been discussed previously, his date could begin with mid 
12th century CE. In this way, he would become a contemporary of Srtharga, who 
authored the KKK. Mr. T. M. Tripathi has pointed out two instances due to which he 
thinks that Anandajfiana was acquainted with KKK. The first is his tika on the 
Taittirlyabhasya of Adi Sankaracarya, where he simply states the word 
"khandanayukti'.!!45 However this does not prove Tripathi's point, because the word 
'khandana' is not unique to KKK. The other instance is when Anandajfiana discusses 
anirvacantyata, where he assumes the position of the purvapaksin and uses the phrase; 
'guravah upasyantam yebhyo niruktayah siksyante'.!!46 This statement is also found in 
KKK.!!47 This similarity could as well be interpreted in the opposite manner. It could 
be said that the statement in KKK is taken from TS. T. A. Venkateshvara Dikshitar has 


spotted a verse from Anandajfiana's pre-samnyasa work Tattvaloka, which he thinks is 


1145 etacca khandanayuktyasahamanamapi vyavaharangam bhavatiti nativa siksmeksika karya - 
Anandajfiana's commentary on the Sankarabhasya on Taittirtya Upanisad, Anuvaka 1. See UB, Vol. 1, 
p. 445 

1146 TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 135 


1147 yadapi nirvaktumasamarthye gurava upasyantam yebhyo niruktayah siksyante 
ityupalambhavacanam - KKK (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 69 
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from KKK.!!48 However it is not found in the latter. It is found in the 
Prakatarthavivarana commentary on Brahmasitrasankarabhasya in the form of a 
quotation.!!49 Likewise it is found in Anandabodha's Nyayamakaranda as a 
quotation.!!59 Jt is also found in Bhavasena's Visvatattvaprakasa in a similar 
manner.!!5! The original source of this verse could not be found. 

One instance suggests that a portion of KKK takes an argument advanced in 
TS, and further justifies it against counterarguments. The said justification is 


mentioned in the TP as well. Following are the excerpts. 


Refutation of vyapti 
Tarkasangraha Khandanakhandakhadya Tattvapradipika 
jiteyatvasya kasyacit prameyatvadivyaptingrhnatah prameyatvabhidheyatvayor 


sarvajiiaprasangat .. vyaptingrhnatah 


pratyaksatvasya ca vyaptim ae aa 
sarvajiiatvaprasangat/ 


anusandadhanah sarvajiiah syat prameyataya sarvam tada 


(TS, p. 90) jhayate eva natu ripantarena iti | nanu prameyataya sarvam 
cenna yadi rupantarena jhayate na tu ripantareneti cet 
tatprameyam tada maivam ripantarasyapi 
rupantaravatopi prameyatvadharataya 
prameyatvadharataya grahanaprasangat aprameyatve 
kathamagrahanam/ atha na ca 


prameyam nastyeva ripantarena saptamarasadivattadasiddheh/ 
tat yena tu rupantarenasti tena yena yena ruipena yadyadasti 


sarvena prameyamiti tena tenakarena 
yavadvidyamanakarena tattatprameyamiti syadeva 
jhatatvaprasangah ... (KKK, pp. — sarvajfiata ... (TP, pp. 488-489) 
345-347) 


1148 anyatheyamanalamba labhamanodayam kvacit/ 
hanyadekapraharena bahyarthaparikalpanam// - VTL (Dvitiya Adhyaya), p. 31 


1149 anyatheyamanalamba labhamanodayam kvacit/ 
hanyadekapraharena bahyarthaparikalpanam// SMB, Vol. 2 (Brahmasiitra 2.2.41), p. 663 


1150 uktam hi - "anyatheyamanalamba labhamanodayam kvacid/ 
hanyadekapraharena bahyarthaparikalpanam//" - NMA (Anirvacantyatakhyatisthapana), p. 121 


1151 anyatheyamanalamba labhamanodaya kvacit/ 
hanyadekapraharena bahyarthaparikalpanam// - VTP (BauddhadarSanavicara), p. 299 
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The issue which Anandajfiana stated merely in one statement, seems to have 
been expanded in KKK, from which the text of TP seems to be influenced. It does not 
seem to be the case that Anandajfiana simply missed this important counterargument, 
because he has discussed the other parts of the topic in much detail. The 
counterargument seems to have originated after the authorship of TS, which is why it 
seems that KKK takes the main argument and further justifies it against the 
counterargument. 

The only difference is that Anandajfiana talks of the vyapti between jfieyatva 
and pratyaksatva, whereas KKK takes prameyatva (and abhedheyatva?). Anything 
which is an object of jfana (which could be either valid or invalid knowledge) is 
jitieya, whereas anything which is the object of prama (valid knowledge) is prameya. 
But in the Padarthadharmasangraha, it seems that both the terms 'prameya' and 'jfieya' 
hold somewhat similar meanings, because pramiti (or prama) is equated with 
jhana. !152 

Although Anandajfiana talks of the vyapti between jfieyatva and pratyaksatva, 
not everything is necessarily pratyaksa. The options which Srtharsa and Citsukha 
pick, which are prameyatva and abhidheyatva, are common to all the padartha-s of the 
Vaisesika darsana and are equally distributed.!!53 If it were Anandajfiana who had 
referred to KKK, he would have picked up such common characteristics of all the 
padartha-s to hit at his opponent. There is a reason why Citsukha, while he refers to 


TS many a time, takes the options of prameyatva and abhidheyatva (as understood by 


1152 prameya dravyadayah padarthah pramata"tma pramitirdravyadivisayam jfianam - PDS (Pratyaksa 
Prakarana), p. 160 


1153 sannamapi padarthanamastitvabhidheyatvajfieyatvani - PDS (Sadharmyavaidharmyaprakarana), p. 
6 
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Citsukha and other commentators of KKK) as provided in KKK. Hence, it seems that 
Anandajiiana gave the idea and the options in his TS before KKK, and then Sriharsa 
in KKK chose better options for the demonstration of sarvajiatva. Along with this, the 
rejoinders against the jfieyatva or prameyatva, which may have been given by the 
opponents after getting acquainted with TS, were then included in KKK. Citsukha 
also included those rejoinders and the replies given by Sriharsa. 


Another portion in both TS and KKK seems to point to the same. This is from 


the refutation of dravya. 


Tarkasangraha 


sankhyaikarthasamavayat tatra 
sankhyabuddhirna mukhya iti 
cet tarhi sattaikarthasamavayat 
tatra sattadhth na mukhya ityapi 
syat/.. 


samavayikaranatvam 
tallaksanam iti cet na gunadau 
ativyapteh uktatvat/ (TS, pp. 
19-20) 


Khandanakhandakhadya 


etena samavayikaranam 
dravyamityapi laksanam 
nirastam katham 
nimetavyamidam 
samavayikaranamidam neti 
rupadau ghatadau ca 
sankhyasamavayikaranatvayukt 
eh tulyatvat sankhyaiva tu 
rupadau nastiti cet ghatadau 
kathamasti pratyayasyobhayatra 
tulyatvadityuktam 
anusafijaniyam dravya eva 
sankhyasvikare tatsambandhat 
gunepi tadvyavaharopapattau 
kalpanalaghavad gune 
sankhyasvikara iti cenna 
viparitameva kuto na syat 
sattasamanyadyapi ca gunadau 
kimartham angikriyate/ 
dravyadvaraiva tatra 
tadvyavaharopapatteh/ (KKK, 
pp. 585-586) 
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Tattvapradipika 


dravyagatasankhyaprthaktvabhy 
am eva 
tadekarthasamavayalaksana- 
pratyasatya gunadisvapi 
tadvyavaharopapattau vyartha 
tatkalpaneti cet maivam 
viparyayasyapi suvacatvat/ atha 
gunanam anekatve'pi 
dravyasyaikatvadarsanat 
katham gunasankhyaya dravye 
tadvyavaharah/ tarhihapi 
madhyasthyam avalambya 
kimiti na diyate drstih/ navaiva 
dravyani caturvimsSatirguna iti 
sankhyavaisamyat 
athavantaradravyasankhyasamb 
hava-nimitto'yam vyavaharah 
tarhi 
pararddhasankhyavyavaharo'p1 
gunesu syat/ dravyesu 
tatsambhavat 
dravyagatasattasamanyadibhire 
va gunakarmanorapi 
sadvyavaharopapattau tatra 
sattasamanyakalpanavaiyarthya- 
prasangacca/ etena 
samavayikaranam 
dravyamityapastam/ 
jatamatrasya tadabhavat 
tadatyantabhavanadhikaranatvas 
ya catyantabhave eva 
vyabhicarat rupadigunanamapi 
sankhyaprthaktvasamavayikara 
nasva-sambhavat/ (TP, pp. 
457-458) 


Here again, it looks as if the said portion of TS has been explained in detail by 
KKK and TP. The quoted portion of KKK removes doubts regarding the refutation of 
the definition of dravya as a 'samavayikarana'. The quoted portion of TP seems to 
have combined both TS and KKK. 

A closer look at the refutation of dravya in TS and KKK reveals that unlike in 
TS, in KKK, while refuting the basic definition of dravya, which is, 'gunasrayah', 
Sriharsa does not spot the avyapti fault regarding the freshly born dravya. He 
straightaway points to the idea that guna-s like rtipa and so forth possess sankhya.!!54 
During his time, the Vaisesika idea that a freshly born dravya stays without a guna for 
a moment, was already known.!!55 Why then did Sriharsa miss this basic idea? It 
could be explained in the following manner. Even in TS, where Anandajfiana goes on 
to discuss the pratiyogitva of gunavattvatyantabhava and so forth, the central point of 
his whole argument is that the guna-s (and so forth) possess sankhya.!!5¢ It seems that 
Sriharsa picked up this crux of Anandajiiana's argument, which further became his 
argument against the definition of dravya as a samavayikarana.!!57 Interestingly, even 
Anandajfiana took this crux as his argument against the same. !!58 

Once Sritharsa provides the argument of sankhya against the definition of 


dravya as the gunasraya, he approaches the issue in a way which is quite similar to 


1154 itopi gunasrayo dravyamityasangatam/ tathahi kathametallaksanamavadharantyam 
sankhyartipagunavattaya rtpaderapi pratiteh/ - KKK (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 581 


1155 tatastatkaryavinasat tatkaryasya vinasyatta dvyanukasyotpadah ripadinamutpadyamanata 
vibhagakarmanorvinasa ityesamekah kalah/ tata utpanne dvyanuke karangunaptrvaprakramena navame 


ksane ruipadyutpatiriti/ - VYV, Part 2 (Pakajotpattiprakarana), p. 28 


1156 samkhyavattvam pratiyogitvena vivavaksitam iti cet na gunadau ativyapteh - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 
19 


1157 etena samavayikaranam dravyamityapi laksanam nirastam katham nirnetavyamidam 
samavayikaranamidam neti ripadau ghatadau ca sankhyasamavayikaranatvayuktestulyatvat - KKK 
(Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 585 


1158 samavayikaranatvam tallaksanam iti cet na gunadau ativyapteh uktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 20 
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that of Anandajfiana. Both show parasparasraya fault in the idea that the knowledge of 
sankhya in guna-s is secondary.!!59 One counterargument, which is missing in TS, 
finds a mention in KKK. The opponent in KKK says that there would be anavastha in 
case there is sankhya in sankhya, and hence by calling sankhya as being without 
sankhya, it could be proved to be a guna.!!60 This is countered by him by stating the 
presence of prthaktva in sankhya, and also that the prthaktva possesses sankhya.!!6! 

After this point, Sriharsa shifts the discussion to guna-s instead of dravya-s, 
and after a short while of that discussion, he returns to the gunasraya definition. Here 
he discusses a detail regarding what the asraya of guna would be. He presents his 
opponent as stating that the gunasamavayin is that where the guna is samaveta 
(resides with the samavaya relation).!!62 He puts forward some counterarguments 
against the idea of samavaya as 'ihapratyayahetu' and shows ativyapti in the 
knowledge of yellow colour in conch.!163 

After this short discussion, Sriharsa takes up the definition of dravya as 
'samavayikarana', and just like Anandajfiana, he returns to the point of guna-s like 


rupa and so forth being the possessors of sankhya.!!6+ In TS, there is a better 


1159 sunadeh nirgunatvasiddhau tatra sankhyabuddheh amukhyatvasiddhih tatsiddhau ca tasya 
nirgunatvasiddhantasiddhih iti parasparasrayat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 20 

bhrantirasau iti cenna parasparasrayasangat sankhyavattaya pratiterbhrantitve 
gunalaksanasiddhistatsiddhau ca badhena bhrantivyavasthapanam - KKK (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 582 


1160 sankhyayah sankhyavattve'navasthaprasangannihsankhyatvavyavasthau drstantatvam bhavisyati iti 
cet - KKK (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 582 


1161 prthaktvenapi tasyah sambhavitadravyakotipravesat/ evam prthaktvasyapi sankhyavattayeti/ - 
KKK (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 582 


1162 sunah samaveto yatra sa gunasamavayiti vivaksitam - KKK (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 584 


1163 jha Sankhe pitimeti pratyayacchankhasya pitimadhikaranatvaprasangat - KKK (Caturtha 
Pariccheda), p. 584 


1164 samavayikaranatvam tallaksanamiti cet na gunadau ativyapteh uktatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 20 
rupadau ghatadau ca sankhyasamavayikarantvayuktestulyatvat - KKK (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 585 
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continuity of argumentation, because it is within the issue of pratiyogitva that the 
issue of sankhyavattva was being discussed and so is the issue of pratiyogitva of other 
guna-s like prthaktva and so forth. At the end of the short discussion on the 
pratiyogitva of those guna-s, Anandajfiana takes to refute the definition 
'samavayikarana', on the basis of the same ativyapti in the case of sankhyavattva. 

Sriharsa comes again to the counterargument by his opponent as per which 
sankhya resides only in dravya and it is due to the dravya's relation with the guna 
(rupa and so forth) that the sankhya is cognised in the latter.!!65 He replies to the 
opponent with a counterargument that if it is on the basis of kalpanalaghava that 
sankhya is being said to reside only in dravya, through which it appears to reside in 
guna-s, then similarly sattasamanya and so forth can be said to exist in dravya-s only, 
through which they could appear to reside in guna-s and so forth.!!6° This is very 
similar to the counterargument of Anandajfiana against the Vaisesika idea of 
secondary knowledge of sankhya in guna and so forth.!167 

In the case of Anandajfiana, this counterargument appears in a better 
continuity, whereas in the case of Srtharsa, it appears after a long break. After entering 
into other discussions, Sriharsa goes back to the primary argument based on 
sankhyavattva. Anandajfiana's argument about the parasparasraya fault in the idea that 
knowledge of sankhya in guna and so forth is secondary, follows his counterargument 


about the secondary knowledge of satta in guna and so forth. There seems to be a 


1165 dravya eva sankhyasvikare tatsambandhad gunepi tadvyavaharopapattau kalpanalaghavat - KKK 
(Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 585 


1166 viparitameva kuto na syat sattasamanyadyapi ca gunadau kimarthamangikriyate/ dravyadvaraiva 
tatra tadvyavaharopapatteh/ - KKK (Caturtha Pariccheda), p. 586 


1167 sankhyaikarthasamavayat tatra sankhyabuddhirna mukhya iti cet tarhi sattaikarthasamavayat tatra 
sattadhirna mukhya ityapi syat/ - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 19 
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natural progression in Anandajfiana's version, whereas in Sriharsa's version, there is 
some back and forth movement. 

A question arises; why did Sriharsa mention his counterargument about the 
secondary knowledge of sattasamanya towards the end of his refutation of dravya? 
The answer could be that after countering the concepts of dravya and guna, the next in 
line to be countered, in KKK is samanya. So as per the plan that Sriharsa had made 
for his text, he needed a smooth transition from dravya to samanya. This could be the 
reason that he separated the said counterargument from its original and natural place, 
and placed it at the end. Hence it seems that Sriharsa may have referred to TS, and 
because, as per his plan, he had only one single pariccheda to counter the whole of 
Vaisesika darsana, he chose to stick to the crux of Anandajfiana's argument against the 
two main definitions of dravya, which are 'gunasraya’ and 'samavayikarana'. He 
rearranged the arguments to suit the design of his own text. 

During the discussion on anirvacantyata, Sriharsa says: 

"yadapi nirvaktumasamarthye gurava upasyantam yebhyo niruktayah 
siksyante ityupalambhavacanam..."!168 
Here he is seen citing a taunt which the opponents of anirvacantyata seem to have 
stated for those who believe in anirvacaniyata. In a similar manner Anandajfiana says 
in his TS: 

"kim punah anirvacyatvam nama nirvacanabhavah cet guravah upasyantam 


yebhyo niruktayah siksyante"!169 


1168 KKK (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 69 


1169 TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 135 
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Towards the conclusion of this statement in both KKK and TS, another similarity is 
seen: 

"yastu vadi niruktyabhimanam dhatte sa nirvaktum natu Saksyati 
vaktavyadosat"!!70 (KKK) 

"yena yena sattvadina paro niruktyabhimanam dhatte tena tena 
praguktanyayavasat nirvaktum aSakyatvameva anirvacyatvam ucyate"!!71 (TS) 

One implication of such a striking similarity of phrases is that TS was 
composed while Anandajfiana was referring to KKK. Could there be another 
implication of this? In TS, after discussing the various problems with calling the 
aropya (superimposed) as sat or asat, or even sadasat, Anandajfiana says that via 
parisesya, anirvacyatva is to be accepted, because the various options of sattva, 
asattva and sadasattva stand invalidated.!!72 It is after this that Anandajfiana asks the 
question; what even is anirvacyatva?!!73 Then he gives two options and replies about 
them from the standpoint of ptrvapaksa: 

"nirvacanabhavah cet guravah upasyantam yebhyo niruktayah siksyante 

nirvacanayogyatvam cet na tenatenatmana tasya nirvacanadarsanat iti cet 
maivam/"!174 
At this point Anandajfiana gives a verse as a refutation of the purvapaksa and also as a 


decisive statement about what anirvacyatva is. He says: 


1170 KKK (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 69 
1171 TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 136 


1172 parigesyadanirvacyamaropyamupagamyatam/ 
sattvadmam prakaranam praguktanyayabadhanat// - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 135 


1173 kim punah anirvacyatvam nama - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 135 


1174 TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 135 
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"yenayena prakarena paro nirvaktumicchati/ 
tenatenatmana'yogastadanirvacyata mata//"!175 

It is at this point that Anandajfiana says that in whatever way (sat, asat or sadasat) the 

opponent tries to define the aropya, on the basis of each of those ways, he shall be 

unable to define it, and this is what anirvacyatva is.!176 Following is the sequence of 

Anandajfiana's version: 

i. If anirvacyatva is the absence of nirvacana, then serve the Guru-s and learn 
nirukti-s from them. 

ii. If anirvacyatva is taken to be the impossibility of nirvacana, it is unreasonable 
because it is seen that the aropya is defined either as sat or asat, and even as 
sadasat. 

iii. (Anandajfiana replies to the second) In whatever way one tries to define aropya, 


the inability of nirvacana in each of those ways is anirvacyatva. 


Following is the sequence of Sriharsa's version, which comes after a brief 
introduction of the problem in nirvacana-s of aropya as sat and asat: 

i. The taunt, which is, 'if you are unable to define it, then serve the Guru-s and learn 

nirukti-s from them', would suit them if the inability was told to be based on the 


fault of the speaker and not on nature of the meya (object) itself.!!77 


1175 TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 136 


1176 yenayena sattvadina paro niruktyabhimanam dhatte tenatena praguktanyayavasat nirvaktum 
asSakyatvameva anirvacyatvam ucyate - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 136 


1177 yadapi nirvaktumasamarthye gurava upasyantam yebhyo niruktayah siksyante 


ityupalambhavacanam tattada Sobheta yadi meyasvabhava'nugaminiyamanirvacantyateti na briiyuh 
vaktrdosaditi ca vadeyuh - KKK (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 69 
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ii. The debater who thinks that he can define it, will not be able to define it, because 
the fault lies with the vaktavya (aropya).!!78 

It is to be noted that in KKK, the statement of taunt appears abruptly, because 
the discussion on anirvacantyata has merely begun, and just after a very basic 
demonstration of why aropya cannot be either sat or asat, Sriharsa straightaway states 
the taunt and responds to it. It must be noted that the statement which immediately 
precedes the quotation of the taunt, is that aropya cannot be either sat or asat, and that 
it is not about aropya being unable to be defined as sat or asat. If it were about the 
inability in defining aropya as sat or asat, it would have made more sense as to the 
placement of the quotation of taunt and the response to it. 

Why does Sriharsa respond to the said taunt? May be because Anandajiiana 
does not. Why does Anandajfiana not respond to it? Because it is not the interpretation 
of anirvacyatva that he subscribes to (nirvacanabhava). Anandajfiana responds to the 
second option (nirvacanayogyatva) and says that on the basis of the previous detailed 
discussion, the opponent, even though he thinks that he could define it, he shall be 
unable to do so. Similarly, even in KKK, the second statement (niruktyabhimanam 
dhatte) is in response to the apparent ability of the opponent to define the aropya and 
not the taunt. 

It can still be assumed that Anandajfiana took these statements from KKK. In 
his Nyayavarttikatatparyaparisuddhi, Udayana similarly arranges the options of 


Anandajfiana's pirvapaksa. He says: 


1178 yastu vadi niruktyabhimanam dhatte sa nirvaktum natu Saksyati vaktavyadosat - KKK (Prathama 
Pariccheda), p. 69 
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"tathahi kimidamanirvacaniyatvam kim niruktiviraha eva 
ahosvinniruktinimittaviraha eva"!!79 

Citsukha mentions this portion of Udayana's counter against anirvacantyatva 
and Pratyaksvartipa notes while commenting on this, that this is what Udayana has 
stated in his 'Tatparyaparisuddhi'.!!80 It makes sense that as he has done elsewhere in 
TS, Anandajfiana took the options of anirvacyatva from Udayana, with a slight 
difference in words (nirvacanabhava instead of niruktiviraha, and so forth). As 
Sriharsa has also only quoted the statement of taunt, and that too just at the very 
beginning of the discussion, and as Anandajfiana's quotation of it as pirvapaksa 
appears after a long discussion, and also because the purvapaksa's statement of the 
latter can be located in the text of an author whom Anandajfiana has referred to many 
a time in TS, it seems that the latter's version of the statement of taunt came before the 
one in KKK. 

Anandajiiana presents the statement of taunt as a response to 
'nirvacanabhava' (absence of definition), whereas Srtharsa presents it as a response to 
'nirvaktum asamarthya' (absence of the ability to define). Interestingly, Anandajfiana 
loosely defines anirvacyatva as a kind of 'nirvaktum aSakyatva' (absence of the ability 
to define), which he states for his opponent who says that aropya can be defined in 
this or that manner. Sriharsa too winds up the issue of anirvacyatva as an inability. In 
Sriharsa's version, the response 'serve the Guru-s, from whom nirukti-s are learnt' to 


'the absence of ability of defining' does not seem to be a congruent response. The 


1179 NVTP (Trisiitriprakarana 1.1.1.2), p. 414 


1180 evam ca sati niruktivirahah kim va niruktinimittasya ca viraha ityadivikalpo'kandatandavitam - TP 
(Prathama Pariccheda), p. 207 


Pratyaksvartipa notes on this: evam ca sati yadudayanena tatparyaparisuddhau hi dvitiyasiitre 
viparyayavicaravasare garjitam ... - TP (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 207. 
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absence of the ability to define cannot be made up for by learning definitions. In 
Anandajfiana's version, the said response is directed toward the ‘absence of definition’, 
which seems to be congruent, because the absence of definition can be made up for by 
learning definitions. For this reason also, it seems that the TS's version of the 
statement of taunt is the original one, which was referred to by KKK. 

If instead it is thought that it was taken from KKK into TS, it does not seem to 
make sense because in any case Anandajfiana does not respond to it directly, and 
instead responds to the second option. Had he copied it from KKK, it would have held 
some importance, and that Anandajfiana would have directed some response against 
it. Instead Srtharsa targets it directly. 

The question then arises, that if Sriharsa has referred to TS for this portion in 
KKK, why does he not mention the definition of anirvacyatva as mentioned in TS? 
The answer is that, he does not want to define it and incur the same fault. He says: 

"parasyaiva vyavasthayaivam paryavasyati 
nirvacanapratiksepadanirvacantyatvam 
vidhinisedhayorekataranirasasyetaraparyavasayitayastenabhyupagamat/ tatah 


parakiyarityedamucyate anirvacaniyatvam visvasya paryavasyati iti"!!81 


This makes it clear that the reason why he did not mention the definition of 
anirvacantyatva, is that it is not his endeavour. Instead his endeavour is to refute 
nirvacantyatva and indirectly let anirvacantyatva be established on its own. It seems 


that as per his own idea, had he defined it, he would have incurred the same fault, 


1181 KKK (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 71 
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which is the impossibility of nirvacaniyatva. Defining anirvacaniyatva would make 
anirvacantyatva nirvacantya. 

Hence, the preceding set of textual excerpts and their analysis seem to suggest 
that KKK could have come after TS in chronology and that the former was authored 
while referring to TS for certain portions. The case of Anandajfiana's pre-samnyasa 
guru Anubhitisvaripacarya composing a commentary on KKK called 'sisyahitaisin1’, 
could simply mean that once KKK was authored, he read it and wrote a commentary 
on it, which could have been done even after the authorship of TS. 

In his commentary Vedantaviveka on Nyayadipavali of Anandanubhava, 
Anandajfiana cites a verse from KKK.!!82 It could be the case that he authored this 
commentary after the authorship of TS and KKK. As mentioned in 5.2, in the said text 
he has called himself as Anandagiri, whereas he has called himself as Anandajfiana in 
TS. As has been already mentioned, he seems to have attained the name Anandagiri 
toward the end of his lifetime. Hence, it is possible that he wrote the aforesaid 
commentary after composing TS. A citation of KKK in it does not seem to strictly 
imply that TS was authored after KKK. 

TS being prior to KKK and TP, could further explain why TS alone refutes all 
the categories and subcategories of VaiSesika darsana (and Nyaya), including 
vitanda.!!83 TS seems to have been the first attempt at least by an Advaita Vedantin at 
comprehensively refuting the said darsana-s, which was made further more precise 


and comprehensive by KKK and TP, where all categories and subcategories have not 


1182 ypapadayitum taistairmatairasankaniyayoh/ 
anirvaktavyatavadapadaseva gatistayoh// - NRD (Prathama Adhyaya), p. 67 


1183 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 103 


293 


been refuted. It is to be noted that both KKK and TP have not refuted vitanda. 
Citsukha has referred to both TS and KKK for authoring his TP. 

In KKK, guna has not been refuted individually, but only in relation with 
dravya. This method seems more precise than the method of TS, where guna and 
guna-s have been individually refuted even after refuting dravya. However TP 
includes a separate refutation of guna and of some individual guna-s, which could be 


due to Citsukha's reverence toward Anandajfiana, the latter being the former's Guru. 


5.4 Aprobable mention by Gangesa Upadhyaya 

In the anumana khanda of his Tattvacintamani, Gangesa Upadhyaya mentions 
a few purvapaksa definitions of vyapti. One of the definitions is 'anaupadhikah 
sambandhah'. After presenting the definition of upadhi as 'sadhyavyapakatve sati 
sadhanavyapakah', an opinion is presented in favour of the absence of upadhi as 
follows: 

"yavatsadhyavyapake prameyatvadau sadhanavyapakatvam 
yavatsadhanavyapake ca ghatatvadau sadhyavyapakatvam nisidhyate"!!84 
The basic idea is that whatever pervades the sadhya, does not not pervade the 
sadhana, and whatever pervades the sadhana, does not not pervade the sadhya. Such a 
pervasion is the absence of upadhi and hence the anaupadhika sambandha. 
Mathuranatha Tarkavagisa comments on this and says: 

"yavatsadhyavyapake sadhanavyapakatvabhavo yavatsadhanavyapake 


sadhyavyapakatvabhavo va anaupadhikatvapadartha iti bhavah"!!85 


1184 TC, Vol. 2, Part 1 (Vyaptivada), pp. 79-80 


1185 TC, Vol. 2, Part 1 (Vyaptivada), p. 85 
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It is refuted by Gangesa Upadhyaya on the basis of vyadhikaranatva, and the 
said commentator says: 

"vyadhikaranatvaditi niruktanisedhasya hetunisthasadhyasamanadhikaranya- 
vyadhikaranatvadityarthah tathaca tadrsanaupadhikatvavisistam 
sadhyasamanadhikaranyam sarvvatra hetau nastityavyaptiriti bhavah"!!86 

The idea behind the refutation is that such a relation is not present in every 
hetu which possesses the so-called 'anaupadhika sambandha' with its sadhya. 

Something similar is mentioned by Anandajfiana during his refutation of the 
definition of vyapti as 'anaupadhika sambandha’. He takes a ptrvapaksa explanation 
of 'anaupadhikatva' as: 

"yavantah sadhyavyapakah te sarve sadhanavyapakah yavanto va 
sadhanavyapakah te sarve sadhyavyapakah iti niripantya tatsiddhih"!!87 
This too means that whatever pervades the sadhya pervades the sadhana and whatever 
does not pervade the sadhana does not pervade the sadhya. In this way, Anandajfiana 
thinks that his opponent shall explain the 'anaupadhika sambandha', through the 
absence of which they shall prove the existence of upadhi. 

Anandajfiana refutes it by saying that if such is the explanation behind the 
indirect proof of upadhi, there would be the absence of upadhi anywhere and 
everywhere, because whatever pervades the sadhya pervades the sadhana, and 


whatever does not pervade sadhana does not pervade the sadhya, leaving no room for 


1186 TC, Vol. 2, Part 1 (Vyaptivada), p. 85 


1187 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 
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anything like upadhi to exist. So it implies, that there would be an absence of upadhi 
even in the case where it is being said to exist.!188 

Gangesa Upadhyaya gives a counterargument to the said form of upadhi and 
says that in the anumana, which involves upadhi, that is, "there is dhuma, because 
there is vahni", the complete ardrendhana (moist fuel) does not pervade the sadhana 
(vahni) and also does not pervade the sadhya (dhtima).!!89 This is because all of the 
ardrendhana cannot pervade one dhtima and also that it cannot pervade the mountain- 
smoke. Then, all the ardrendhana which pervades the sadhya (dhtima), also pervades 
the sadhana (mahanastya vahni or kitchen-fire).!!99 Hence, he says that absence of an 
upadhi defined as such, would also be found at a place where such an upadhi exists. 

Here it seems that Gangesa Upadhyaya has formally elaborated what 
Anandajfiana has said above. Gangesa Upadhyaya himself has improved the 
definition of upadhi in the same text.!!9! This direction of argumentation is not found 


in KKK and TP. 


5.5 Aprobable mention by Bhatta Vadindra 
During the discussion on viSesaguna-s in his Rasasara, a commentary on the 


guna padartha of Udayana's Kiranavali, Bhatta Vadindra mentions a counterargument 


1188 tatha sati kvapi tadabhavaprasangat sadhyavyapakatve sadhanavyapakatvat tadavyapakatve ca 
sadhyavyapakatvat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 92 

The text reads 'sadhyavyapakatve sadhanavyapakatvabhavat', which highly likely to be a scribal 
mistake, and is quite evident from the manuscript folio 19. 


1189 sopadherapi tathatvat tathahi sadhanasya vahneravyapakam yavadardrendhanantat 
pratyekamavyapakam sadhyadhimasya - TC, Vol. 2, Part | (Vyaptivada), pp. 80-81 


1190 dvitiye sidhyadhtimasya vyapakamardrendhanam tat vyapakam mahanastyavahneh - TC, Vol. 2, 
Part | (Vyaptivada), p. 81 


1191 paryyavasitasadhyavyapakatve sati sidhanavyapakatvam yaddharmavacchedena sadhyam 
prasiddham tadavacchinnam sadhyam - TC, Vol. 2, Part 1 (Upadhivada), pp. 336-341 
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against Udayana's definition of viSesaguna-s, and refutes it. The counterargument is 
not found either in TP or KKK, but is found in TS. Following are all the three stages; 


Udayana's explanation, Anandajfiana's response to it, and Vadindra's reply probably to 


that response. 


Kiranavali 


visesa eva vaiSesikam tasya 
gunah 
svasrayavyavacchedocitavantar 
asamanyaviSsesavanta ityarthah/ 
naimittikadravatvam 
prthivitejasoh samanyaguna 
ityata uktam samsiddhiketi/ 


tathahi ripam bhasvaratvadina 
raso madhuratvadina gandho 
gandhatvenaiva sparsa 
usnatvadina snehah snehatvena 
yathoktam dravatvam 


Tarkasangraha 


na ca paramanvadigatarupadivat 
tadgataparimandalyadeh na 
visesagunatvam visesabhavat 
svasrayavyavacchedocitavantar 
asamanyaviSsesavattvasya tatrapi 
sattvat/ (TS, p. 43) 


Rasasara 


svasrayavyavacchedocitavantar 
asamanyavisesavanta iti/ navasu 
dravyesu madhye yasmin 
vartate tasyetarastadravyebhyah 
svagatasamanyopadhanena 
vyavacchedaheturvisesaguna 
ityarthah/ 


tena parimanamapi 
paramanutvopahitasvasrayapara 
manuvargasya 
paramamahattvopahitamakasad 
ervyavacchedakamiti 


tadripyena buddhyadayo visesagunah syaditi nirastam 

buddhitvadina paramanutvadivisesitaparimana 

svasrayamitarebhyo der 

vyavacchindanti/ navanyatamamatravrttitvabhava 
t/ (RS, p. 7) 

(KA, p. 106) 


Anandajfiana attempts to apply the definition of visesaguna given by Udayana 
on a samanyaguna like parimana of paramanu, which is parimandalya. Vadindra 
specifically mentions this very counterargument regarding parimana of paramanu-s 
and refutes it. If he has responded specifically to Anandajfiana's counterargument, 
which is quite likely, then it again could imply the latter's relevance to the then 
criticism of Vaisesika darsana. Gopinatha Kaviraja accepts Vadindra's date as 1252 
CE.!!92 As discussed above, Anandajfiana's last year may have been around 1243 CE. 
So this fits with his revised date. Based on a mention of the word 'mahavidyasu' in 


TS, some scholars are of the opinion that Anandajfiana has mentioned Bhatta 


1192 RS, Introduction to the first edition 
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Vadindra's text Mahavidyavidambana (MVV) in his TS.1!93 As per Bhatta Vadindra's 
own words in the beginning of his MVV, it becomes clear that the mahavidya 
anumana-s were already prevalent before MVV, and that MVV was written to counter 
the criticism of mahavidya anumana-s.!!94 Hence, it is possible that the mention of 
mahavidya by Anandajfiana may not necessarily be that of MVV, but of mahavidya 
anumana-s prevalent before the authoring of MVV. As is believed, before Bhatta 
Vadindra, Kularka Pandita in around 11th century CE, composed his DaSaslokt, a text 


on mahavidya anumana-s. !195 


5.6 Anandabodha and Anandajiiana 

Anandabodha is another important author of texts on Advaita Vedanta. 
Nyayamakaranda, Pramanamala, Nyayadipavali and Nyayadipika are his known texts. 
His Nyayamakaranda has been commented upon by Citsukha and his disciple 
Sukhaprakasa also. His time is said to be 1150 CE. His texts like Pramanamala and 
Nyayadipavali are dialectical in nature. 

The two names, which are, Anandabodha and Anandajfiana are highly 
synonymous. Both authors have a command over the dialectical way of stating things. 
Irrespective of the synonymity of the names, Anandabodha and Anandajfiana are 
taken to be two different authors, of which Anandabodha is earlier in the chronology. 
As has been suggested, Anandajfiana is very likely to fall between 1154 CE to 1243 


CE. This timeline is similar to that of Anandabodha. Although one may not feel the 


1193 tarhi sarvasveva mahavidyasu evam abhasasamanatasambhavat ucchinnasamkathah tah syuh - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 22 


1194 samullasati vadindracandre sankarakinkare/ 
unmilanti mahavidyadosakairavakorakah// - MVV (Prathama Pariccheda), p. 3 


1195 See bhimika of MVV, p. 5 
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need to further examine if these are really two different authors or not, some excerpts 
from the texts of both shall now be presented for analysis. 


To start with, following are the mangalacarana-s from Anandabodha's 


Nyayamakaranda and Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha. 


Nyayamakaranda Tarkasangraha 

yadbhasa nikhilam vibhati visayo yasmadetadudeti visvamadhuna 

yo ha svayam jyotisam/ yatra sthitam bhasate, 
yasya"hurbhuvanodbhavasthitilayan yatrante pralayam prayati sakalam 
hlamayan stirayah// vyomadimayamayam/ 

yam ca'gocaramamananti manasam yam camnayavacamsi bhavasahitan- 
vacam ca visvatmane/ yacaksate saksinam, 

tasmai Suddhasukhadvitiyavapuse tam vande purusottamam pratidinam, 
SaSvannamo visnave//1// pratyaficamastadvayam//1// 


As can be clearly seen, both the verses are in the same meter, which is 
sardulavikridita, and both talk about the same issue, which is the creation, sustenance 
and dissolution of the world. Anandabodha calls the creation, sustenance and 
dissolution of the world as a lila, whereas Anandajfiana calls the elements of creation 
as maya. Both pay obeisance to a form of Visnu. 

This could be a mere coincidence, or could be a case of Anandajfiana being 


influenced by the verse of Anandabodha. Hence, looking at some more excerpts from 


the texts of both shall be necessary. Following are other excerpts from both the texts. 


Nyayamakaranda Tarkasangraha 

svarupaprajhayapi brahmano yadi svartipaprajhaya 
nantarenavidyamasesarthasan gatir- sarvajhatvam vivaksitam tada tasya 
asangatvad asango'hyayam purusa iti Sruteh | asahgasya na ajhanam antarena 

na cavidyamantarenasti sambandha asesarthasangatih iti 

ityupapaditam atah sarvajhatvasiddhyarthameva ajianam 
sarvajhatavidyavattamaksipatyeva abhyupagantavyam (TS, p. 137) 
paramatmano na pratiksipati (NMA, pp. 

323-324) 
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kasyavidya yaducchittirmuktirista 
paratmanah/ 

vidyasvabhavato'yukta sa'to jivo na 
bhidyate// 

na tavat parasya brahmano 
visuddhacitprakasayeyamavidya yukta 
prakasaprakasayoh parasparapratyanikatvad 
adhikaranadhyabhavanupapatteh/ 
syanmatam jivanamavidyabhyupeyata iti 
tadapyayuktam vikalpasahatvat sa khalu 
paramatmanah kim vyatiricyate no va 
yadyadyah paksastarhyadvaitapaksaksatir 
anena jivenatmana iti 
jivaparamatmanostadatmyasrutivyakopasca 
paracinapakse tu pracinadosanusango 
durnivarah (NMA, p. 309) 


kasyajnianam na sarvajfie pare 


tadupapadyate/ 

jivanam tadabhinnatvannaiva tesu 
ghatisyate// 

na tavat idam ajfianam brahmano yuktam 
tasya sarvajfiasya tadanupapatteh napi 
jivanam ajfianam bhavitum arhati tesam 
paramarthato brahmabhinnatvat 
kalpitabhedanam ca rajabhujangadivat 
kalpitatvena ajfianatmakatvat 
tadasrayatvayogat (TS, p. 137) 


The excerpts each from both the texts show a lot of similarity between the 
statements of TS and NMA. As has been mentioned earlier, Citsukha has authored a 
commentary on NMA. During his commentary on a certain portion of NMA related to 
anirvacyatva of avidya, Citsukha mentions a definition of anirvacyatva, which is the 


same as the one stated by Anandajfiana in his TS. Following are both the definitions: 


Citsukha Anandajfiana 


sattvanadhikaranatve 
satyasattvanadhikaranatve sati 
sadasattvanadhikaranatvamanirvacyatvam 
(NMA, p. 115) 


sattvanadhikaranatve sati 
asattvanadhikaranatve sati 
sadasattvanadhikaranatvam anirvacyatvam 
(TS, p. 136) 


What could this imply? It is highly likely that Citsukha had kept 
Anandajfiana's TS for reference, while the former was authoring his commentary on 
NMA. It is also to be noted that in his own text TP, Citsukha does not give this 
definition of anirvacyatva. His own definition is as follows: 

"sattvendsattvena ca vicarasahatve sati sadasattvena ca yadvicaram na sahate 


tadanirvacyam"!1% 


1196 TP (Prathama Pariccheda), pp. 206-207 
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Two questions arise; why did Citsukha refer to TS to comment on a passage of 
NMA? and, why did he not mention his own definition in it? The answer to the 
second question is rather easy, that is, TP was authored after TS and also after 
Citsukha's commentary on NMA, and hence by the time TP was being authored, he 
had changed the definition and mentioned it in his own text, TP. 

The answer to the first question could be given in this manner; the author of 
NMA and TS is one and the same. Anandabodha does not himself mention the said 
definition in his NMA, but on a certain portion, Citsukha adds the definition via his 
commentary. Anandajfiana may have come up with the definition later, that is, when 
he authored TS. The reason why Citsukha took the definition from TS could be that 
there is no better option, while commenting on a text, to refer to another (latest) text 
of the same author to make the author's own point clear. 


A passage from TP also seems to suggest that NMA and TS could be the 


works of the same author. In the following passage, Citsukha follows both TS and 


NMA. 

Anandabodha Anandajfiana Citsukha 

svarupaprajiayapi brahmano yadi svartpaprajiiaya | svartipraprajhaya 

nantarenavidyamasesarthasanga | sarvajfiatvam vivaksitam tada cetsarvajhatvam 

tir- asangatvad asango'hyayam | tasya asangasya na ajhanam brahmano'bhyupagamyate tada 

purusa iti sruteh na antarena asesarthasangatih iti asangasya 

cavidyamantarenasti sarvajiiatvasiddhyarthameva navidyamantarenasesarthasanga 

sambandha ityupapaditam atah | ajianam abhyupagantavyam/ tiriti sarvajiiopapattyarthameva 

sarvajnatavidyavattamaksipatye sabhyupagamantya/ 

va paramatmano na pratiksipati | pramanatah sarvajiiatve'p1 

(NMA, pp. 323-324) pramatrtvasya pramanatah sarvajfiatve'pi 
pramanaprameyasambandhasya | pramatrtvasya 
ca ajiianamantarena asiddheh pramanaprameyasambandhasya 
tasmin ajhanavattvam avasyam | cavicaritaramantyanadyavidyas 
asrayitavyam anyatha ambandhamantarenasiddheh 
sarvajhatvayogat (TS, pp. sarvajhatvamavidyavattamaksip 
137-138) ati na tu pratiksipatiti (TP, p. 

912) 
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In the above excerpts from NMA, TS and TP, one can clearly see that the one 
from TP contains portions of both NMA and TS. More interestingly, in TP the 
statement beginning from "pramanatah sarvajfiatve'pi" ends with a statement very 
similar to the statement from NMA, which is "sarvajfiatavidyavattamaksipatyeva 
paramatmano na pratiksipati", and is noted by Citsukha as 
"sarvajhatvamavidyavattamaksipati na tu pratiksipatiti", where he ends the whole 
statement with 'iti', as if it were the statement of one single person. This cannot be 
either a mistake on the part of Citsukha or a mere coincidence. Before 
'sarvajfiatvamavidyavattamaksipati', the whole statement is from TS. This suggests 
that in Citsukha's view, NMA and TS have some kind of a unity, and that the unity is 
likely to be because both have been authored by one and the same person. 

But the question arises, if it is really the case that Anandabodha is 
Anandajfiana, why has he not mentioned his Guru's name, that is Suddhananda in his 
mangalacarana-s? To answer the question, the following portion from the previously 
quoted mangalacarana of NMA is to be observed carefully. 


"tasmai Suddhasukhadvitiyavapuse SaSvannamo visnave" 


It is clear that in NMA, Anandabodha has not directly talked about his Guru in 
the mangalacarana. Is it possible that he may have combined his Guru's name in the 
apparent adjective of Visnu in the aforesaid line from the mangalacarana? The word 
'Suddhasukha' is a direct synonym of 'Suddhananda'. Following is the mangalacarana 


from his Nyayadipavali. 
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"jagadankurabijaya visadanandamirtaye/ 


galitakhilabhedaya namah santaya visnave//"1197 


Here he has used the word 'visadananda', which is also a synonym of 
'Suddhananda'. At least two of his mangalacarana-s contain synonyms of 
'Suddhananda', while being shown as adjectives of Visnu. But the question arises; has 
Anandajfiana composed his mangalacarana-s in such a manner? Following is a 
mangalacarana from one of his works. 

"yadabodhadidam bhati yadbodhadvinivartate/ 


namastasmai paranandavapuse paramatmane//"!198 


Here a similar word is 'parananda', where the word 'para' stands for ultimate/ 
fundamental and hence pure (unmixed), making the word 'parananda' synonymous 
with 'sSuddhananda'. Another of his mangalacarana-s is as follows. 

"vidhtttavividhopadhivyadhibodhaikamirtaye/ 

pratice paramanandavapuse brahmane namah// 

heyadeyabhidavado yasminnartham na gahate/ 


tam pratyaficam paranandam purusottamamasraye//"1199 


In both the mangalacarana-s, Anandajfiana has not mentioned his Guru 


directly. But can a disciple from such a tradition miss paying obeisance to his Guru? 


1197 NMA (Nyayadipavali), p. 1 
1198 Paficikaranavyakhya, PD, p. 431 


1199 Syvariipaniriipanatika, PD, p. 587 
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An affirmative answer to this shall not be desirable because a Guru holds an almost 
infallible position in a traditional Sisya's life and it cannot be compromised. It can be 
seen as a common factor that the mangalacarana-s of NMA and Nyayadipavali on the 
one hand and those of Anandajfiana's Paficikaranavyakhya and Svaripaniripanatika 
on the other, use the words 'vapus' and 'mirti' along with the synonyms of 
'Suddhananda'. 

Citsukha's disciple Sukhaprakasa has composed mangalacarana-s which 
unequivocally show the prevalence of combining one's Guru's name or personality 
with some deity. Following is his mangalacarana in his commentary on TP : 

"svatmavabodhavibhavadrutamohanidram 

vidravitadvayakatham vitathadapetam/ 

saccitsukhormighanamaksaramiksitaro 


yam yogino naraharim tamimam namamah//"!200 


Here it can be seen that Sukhaprakasa has used 'Saccitsukhormighana' as an 
adjective of Narahari or Narasimha. Although he does not use any word to indicate 
that Citsukha is his Guru, he is no doubt his Guru because Sukhaprakasa has not 
changed his Guru's name to a substantial extent. His mangalacarana from his 
Adhikaranaratnamala is as follows: 

"vadigandhakaridarpamardanaprasphurannayakaroruhavilam/ 


agamasmrtinijaruneksanam citsukhakhyanakharayudham numah//"!201 


1200 Folio number 2 of manuscript M-4716 at the Lalchand Library, DAV College, Chandigarh. 


1201 Sukhaprakaéa - His Identity And Works, Annals of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research 
Institute, 23(1/4), p. 351 
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Here, 'Citsukha' has been stated to be the name of 'Nakharayudha' or lion, who 
is most probably Narasimha. 

But there is a text of Anandabodha, which mentions one 'Atmavasa' as his 
Guru. In his text Nyadyadipika, a commentary on Prakasatmayati's Sabdanirnaya. This 
mangalacarana has been taken from Dr. Rabindra Kumar Panda's book 
'Anandabodhayati (Life & Philosophy)’. Along with that, there is a mangalacarana at 


the end of Anandajfiana's commentary on Brhadaranyakabhasya of Adi Sankaracarya. 


Following are both of them: 


Anandabodha Anandajfiana 

namah nikhilasamsarasagarottarasetave/ namo 

samsrtakhilasamkalpakalpavrksaya janmadisambandhahetuvidhvamsahetave/ 
sambhave// haraye paramanandaparijnhanavapurbhrte// 
namo nikhilavedantakamalakarabhanave/ namastrayyantasamdohasarastruhabhanave/ 
atmavasabhidhanaya gurave gunavesmane// | gurave 

(p. 35) parapaksaughadhvantadhvamsapatiyase// 


(UB, Vol. 3, p. 447) 


Just like the mangalacarana-s of NMA and TS, these two also hold a lot of 
similarity with each other. One specific line from both is to be noted, which has been 
directly placed near 'gurave' to make it appear as an adjective of the Guru. Following 
are the lines for comparison. 

"namah nikhilavedantakamalakarabhanave/" (Anandabodha) 


"namastrayyantasamdohasarasiruhabhanave/" (Anandajfiana) 


Both these lines seem like two slightly different versions of each other. 


Anandajfiana has again used 'paramananda' in his verse. The line at the beginning of 


both mangalacarana-s is also worth noting. 
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"namah nikhilasamsarasagarottarasetave/" (Anandabodha) 


"namo janmadisambandhahetuvidhvamsahetave/" (Anandajfiana) 


In the above mentioned lines, Anandabodha is calling his Guru as the bridge 
by which one can cross the sagara of the whole samsara. Anandajfiana is calling his 
Guru as someone who destroys the cause of the sambandha with janman and so forth 
(sthiti and pralaya). It is safe to conclude that even in the mangalacarana-s where the 
authors have not mentioned their Guru-s by name, they may have mentioned them by 
combining or uniting their Guru with Brahman, Visnu, and so forth. It is somewhat 
similar to what Citsukha has done in his mangalacarana of TP, as quoted earlier. He 
says that there is one light called Daksinamirti and that Sankara, Vyasa and his Guru 
are but different names of the same. 

Now, regarding the direct statement of the name 'Atmavasa’, it is to be noted 
that in his NMA, Anandabodha mentions his Nyayadipika, which implies that it was 
authored before NMA.!202 The question then arises that why did not he mention his 
Guru Atmavasa in his NMA? It is also to be noted that the expression 
'atmavasabhidhana' does not necessarily mean that Anandabodha's Guru had the name 
'Atmavasa’. As cited earlier, SureSvara uses the expression "vedho'bhidha" for his 
Guru, which if taken literally, would make Adi Sankaracarya's name to be 'Vedhas'. 

Another way in which the word 'atmavasa' can be understood is 'atma eva 
avaso yasya' (of whom Self alone is the abode). Atman is taken to be of the form of 


highest bliss.!2°3 Such a bliss is pure, because it is not mixed with anything else, in 


1202 dinmatramatra siicitam vistarastu nyayadipikayamavagantavyah - NMA (Siddhe 
Sangatigrahasattvasthapanam), p. 170 


1208 niratisayasukhatmanyadvitiye prakase - NMA (Siddhe Sangatigrahasattvasthapanam), p. 179 
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which sense it is 'Suddhananda'. Anandajfiana uses the expression 
'parisuddhaparamananda' to denote the purest form of Atman, which is during 
moksa.!204 Hence, the one who has realised one's Self as being 'suddhananda' and 
whose abode (avasa) is only the Self, could be 'Atmavasa'. In this sense, Atmavasa 
could be a philosophically constructed synonym of Suddhananda. Other than the 
mention in Nyayadipika's mangalacarana, there is no other information available 
about Atmavasa. 

Keeping in view the evidences presented above, it is likely that Anandabodha 
and Anandajfiana is one and the same person. The time of Anandabodha, which is 
1150 CE is also not far away from the re-estimated time of Anandajfiana, which is 
1154 CE (which could be shifted a bit earlier). 

In the view of the preceding detailed discussion and analysis, it can be safely 
said that Anandajfiana's TS at least predates Citsukha's TP and that Anandajfiana may 
as well be Citsukha's Guru. It could further be considered that TS predates even 
Sriharsa's KKK. If Citsukha is indeed Anandajiiana's disciple, then it would imply 
that Anandajfiana had also authored other texts like Nyayasudha and Jfanasiddhi, 
which are yet to be found. If his being the same as Anandabodha is true, then the texts 


authored by the latter, shall also be of Anandajfiana. 


1204 mokse tu nirmrstanikhiladuhkhanusangapradyotamanaparisuddhaparamanandaripeneti visesa 
ityarthah - Anandajfiana's commentary on Sankarabhasya on Brahmasitra 4.4.1. See SMB, Vol. 2, p. 
1222. 
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CONCLUSION 


Refutations of the Tarkasangraha have been divided into primary and 
secondary for this thesis. The primary refutations are those which are related to the 
basic or fundamental concepts of the Vaisesika darsana. Examples of these refutations 
are those of dravya, guna, and so forth. With the refutation of these concepts, other 
concepts which depend on the former, are inevitably refuted. The secondary 
refutations are those which are related to the concepts based on the primary concepts 
of the Vaisesika darsana. Examples of these refutations are those of prthivi, riipa, and 
so forth. Refutation of the secondary concept by refuting the primary concept, is a 
method which Anandajfiana has employed in the Tarkasangraha. These refutations 
have been described and analysed in chapters 2, 3 and 4. Chapter 1 provides an 
introduction to the Advaita Vedanta and Vaisesika darsana-s, including an introduction 
to the Tarkasangraha. Chapter 5 provides a revision of the date of Anandajfiana and of 


his historical position. Following is a summary of the chapters and a conclusion. 


Summary of the chapters 
Chapter | 

From a brief introduction of the tradition of darsana in the ancient Indian 
tradition, to the introduction of Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha, along with the tools 
and methods of refutation adopted by him, have been mentioned. It has been shown 
that the terminologies specific to the Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s have their origin 
in the Vedic literature. What the critical study means with regard to this thesis, has 
also been outlined. 
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Chapter 2 

The refutations in the first pariccheda have been dealt with in this chapter. The 
primary refutations are those of laksana, karya, paramanu and dravya. The first three 
are included in the refutation of prthivi dravya. With the refutation of these, the sub- 
categories of dravya and all the other padartha-s are inevitably refuted. At times 
Anandajfiana uses brief methods of refutation, whereas at other times he overstretches 
the discussion, where he again and again mentions and considers the concepts he has 
previously refuted. When an already refuted entity is again considered as being 
existent, it puts a question mark on the previous claim that it has been refuted. Overall 
the refutations seem correct, because they make apparent the hidden inconsistencies in 
the definitions and consequently the concepts of the Vaisesika darsana. 

The refutation of laksana is the highlight, because if not further refuted, the 
definition and concept of laksana stand validly disputed, putting a question mark over 
the apparent logical validity of each and every definition and concept of the Vaisesika 
darsana. 

The refutation of karya is also of importance, since it disputes the very concept 
of effect, leading to the concept of karana or cause to be disputed. Although very brief 
in length, Anandajfiana seems to have succeeded in tackling the major definitions of 
karya prevalent during his times. 

The concept of paramanu holds a lot of importance for the Vaisesika-s because 
it is these paramanu-s which conjoin and disjoin during creation and dissolution 
respectively. Along with this, it is also in the paramanu-s that the visesa padartha 


resides. Although an overstretched one, the refutation of paramanu adequately 
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disputes the concept of paramanu and consequently of arambhavada, which is one of 
the central notions of the Vaisesika darsana. 

With the refutation of dravya, there does not remain any need to individually 
refute the each and every type of dravya. At the end of this refutation, Anandajfiana 
indirectly accepts the existence of dravya-s and adds one more to the list of the nine 
accepted by the Vaisesika-s. This seems to be the reason why Anandajfiana had to 
then individually refute each and every type of dravya. 

It must also be noted that before Anandajfiana begins to refute dravya 
padartha, he attempts to refute the idea that all other padartha-s like guna, karman, 
and so forth, are dependent on dravya. Had he not attempted to refute this idea, 
merely refuting the definitions and concept of dravya would have sufficed. 

The refutations both directly state and imply that dravya is what is experienced 
and observed as existent, but it doesn't exist as a fundamentally real entity. Along with 
this, Anandajfiana also shows that all these refuted entities are indefinable and 


inexplicable, which is a refutation of the very basis of the Vaisesika darsana. 


Chapter 3 

The refutations in the second pariccheda are dealt with and analysed in this 
chapter. The primary refutations are those of guna, anumana, avidya and vidya. With 
the refutation of guna, the refutation of all types of guna-s like rtipa, and so forth is 
inevitable. It must be noted that with the refutation of dravya, any need for the 
refutation of guna was absent. Yet the author begins the refutation of guna padartha by 
referring to those who believe that if guna-s are not separately refuted, they would 


still hold some real existence. As Anandajfiana has himself indicated that 
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Tarkasangraha is aimed at refuting the Vaisesika darsana, and Vaisesika darsana does 
not believe in the existence of guna-s separate from dravya-s, even if some Vaisesika 
says that guna-s need to be separately refuted, it would be against the Vaisesika 
siddhanta. Yet Anandajfiana does not state the fault of apasiddhanta regarding such a 
notion. The refutation of guna seems to be sufficient. Yet, after this, Anandajfiana 
takes up the task to refute each and every type of guna. 

Anumaéna is of critical importance to the Vaisesika darsana, because much of 
its ideas are proved as valid only on the basis of anumana. Hence, even though the 
refutation of anumana wasn't separately required, because it falls within the guna 
named buddhi, yet it provides a good criticism of anumana. Anandajfiana has 
attempted to refute vyapti, which is the backbone of anumana. He has shown how the 
concepts of upadhi and vyapti are based on each other. 

The concepts of avidya and vidya are also important to the Vaisesika darsana. 
Avidya sets the ground for the Vaisesika conception of erroneous perception and 
knowledge, while vidya sets the ground for valid perception and knowledge. All the 
pramana-s are included in vidya. The refutation of these, adversely affects the very 
ground of Vaisesika as well as Nyaya darsana-s. The refutation can be safely said to 
be sufficient to refute all kinds of pramana-s as accepted by the Vaisesika darsana. 

Another highlight is the refutation of vitanda because Tarkasangraha is 
generally taken to be a work based on the vitanda style of debate. The refutation of 
vitanda is based on the refutations of vada and jalpa, which is further based on the 
dichotomy of general and specific. Anandajfiana shows the narrowness of the 


definitions of vada, jalpa and vitanda, which leads to the avyapti fault. 
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In this chapter, it can be seen that Anandajfiana has also refuted portions of 
Nyaya darsana. For example, the author attempts to refute the five avayava-s of the 
paficavayava vakya while using the terms pratijfia, hetu, udaharana, upanaya and 
nigamana. These terms are accepted by the Nyaya darsana. In the Vaisesika darsana, 
the terms for the same are, pratijia, apadesa, nidarsana, anusandhana and 
pratyamnaya. Along with this, his attempt to refute chala, jati and nigrahasthana, 
which are padartha-s of Nyaya darsana, makes this chapter a refutation of both the 
Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s. This handshake between both the darsana-s could be 
the reason that Anandajfiana named his text 'Tarkasangraha', where 'tarka' stands for 
both the darsana-s, and 'sangraha' stands for defeat. A detailed analysis of this name 


has been done in chapter 1. 


Chapter 4 

The refutations in the third pariccheda are dealt with and analysed in this 
chapter. The primary refutations are those of samanya, viSesa and samavaya. The 
secondary refutation is that of abhava. Samanya, viSesa and samavaya require a 
dravya as their substratum. Dravya having been refuted, the need to individually 
refute each of them was nonexistent. Anandajfiana has repeatedly referred to dravya 
and guna in this pariccheda, because without again considering them as existent, he 
could not begin to refute the three padartha-s. Abhava also is based on all the other 
padartha-s, which ultimately depend on dravya. So a separate refutation of abhava 


was not needed. 
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Chapter 5 

In this chapter, textual variations and similarities between the Tarkasangraha 
and its other similar contemporary texts has been presented. SesaSarngadhara in his 
commentary called Nyayamuktavali on Udayana's Laksanavali quotes the refutations 
from the Tarkasangraha and attempts to refute them. It has been shown how Bhatta 
Vadindra and Gangesa Upadhyaya probably mention a few refutations or 
counterarguments from the Tarkasangraha. Along with this, a revision of the historical 
position of Anandajfiana has been attempted. Viewing multiple internal and external 
evidences, it is highly likely that Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha predates Citsukha's 
Tattvapradipika. It also likely that Citsukha was a disciple of Anandajiiana. Sriharsa 
also seems to have referred to the Tarkasangraha for authoring his 
Khandanakhandakhadya, hence it could be the case that Tarkasangraha predates it. 
Anandajfiana's period could be 1154 CE to 1243 CE. Being Citsukha's Guru, 
Anandajfiana can be said to have authored two more texts titled Nyayasudha and 
Jfianasiddhi. It may also be the case that Anandabodha and Anandajfiana are one and 
the same person. 

The contribution of this thesis is that firstly this is the first dedicated research 
conducted on Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha, so in the absence of any other such 
research work, this thesis can be put to use for studying the Tarkasangraha. 
Tarkasangraha is the only available text from the 12th to 13th centuries CE by an 
Advaita Vedantin, where a refutation of the whole of Vaisesika darsana has been 
peformed in detail, unlike Sriharsa's Khandanakhandakhadya and Citsukha's 
Tattvapradipika. Hence, through this thesis, by analysing the arguments of 


Anandajfiana against the then Vaisesika darsana (and Nyaya), many more details of 
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the then debate between Advaita Vedanta and Vaisesika darsana (and Nyaya) have 
been revealed. By observing and analysing the contents of the available text, by 
providing insights into the probable scribal mistakes, missing portions, meaningless 
readings and so forth, and by providing suggestions for the said portions, many of the 
previously unknown details of the available text of Tarkasangraha have been 
presented, which shall aid the further study of the text. The revised historical position 
of Anandajfiana and his Tarkasangraha shall be of a lot of interest to the scholars 
studying history of philosophy in general and that of darsana specifically. 

This thesis can be put to use for comparing Anandajfiana's dialectics with 
those of other Advaita Vedantin-s, which shall throw more light on the history of 
Advaita Vedanta as a critic of Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s. Furthermore, with the 
help of this thesis, studies focused on the structuring and restructuring of Nyaya and 
Vaisesika concepts and definitions can be conducted, which could reveal more about 
how the scholars of the said darsana-s responded to the refutations and either 
defended or reformed the refuted concepts. Other texts where Anandajfiana has 
demonstrated his dialectical prowess, can be compared with Tarkasangraha and a 
minute study of the patterns of his argumentation can be conducted. This thesis being 
based on Mr. T. M. Tripathi's published version of Tarkasangraha and a single 
available manuscript, a focused study of the available manuscript could reveal much 
more than what has met the eye upto this point. A thorough search for other 
manuscripts of Tarkasangraha in the whole of India, is needed to be conducted. The 
topics which have been covered in Tarkasangraha, but which were beyond the scope 
of this thesis, can be studied separately, from dialectical, linguistic, philosophical and 


other such perspectives. 
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General and specific observations 

It is to be noted how the superfluous manner in which Anandajiiana indulges 
while refuting the Vaisesika darsana, seems to have been revised and shortened by 
Citsukha and Sriharsa because both of them refute mainly the padartha-s and not their 
subtypes. Along with this, Citsukha and Stiharsa do not refute vitanda, unlike 
Anandajfiana. 

Although superfluous at many places, refutations in Tarkasangraha inform the 
reader of the many ways in which a refutation can be performed, that is in a brief 
manner as well as in a detailed manner. Anandajfiana attempts to establish the Advaita 
Vedantic siddhanta of non-duality of reality through the refutation of Vaisesika 
darsana and certain portions of Nyaya darsana as well. He concludes many refutations 
by calling the refuted category or sub-category as anirvacaniya/anirvacya. His main 
counterargument against the Nyaya and VaiSesika darsana-s is that what they take to 
be definable, can be argued to be indefinable. This indefinability is what categorises 
all that is indefinable, as ajfana/avidya which is called anirvacantya/anirvacya. By 
arguing that the padartha-s or categories accepted by the said darsana-s are anirvacya, 
he intends to call them vivarta-s of avidya/ajfana. One can think that all of 
Anandajfiana's refutations in the Tarkasangraha are refutations based on 
indefinability. 

If compared with Sriharsa's Khandanakhandakhadya and Citsukha's 
Tattvapradipika, Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha is better organised from the point of 
view of the distribution of its contents. Tarkasangraha follows the 
Padarthadharmasangraha's sequence of the padartha-s. Hence for anyone who wants 


to look for the refutations of particular padartha-s of the Vaisesika darsana, they can 
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easily locate the refutations in the Tarkasangraha. Unlike Tarkasangraha, regarding the 
sequence of topics, Khandanakhandakhadya and Tattvapradipika do not strictly follow 
the Padarthadharmasangraha. 

Khandanakhandakhadya follows a conversation like style, which is free 
flowing, and makes way for various related topics to be discussed in between a certain 
refutation. Unlike it, Tarkasangraha limits itself with the refutation at hand and does 
not follow a free flowing conversation like style, which makes it easier for a reader to 
locate and study the specific refutation one desires to. Hence, although Anandajfiana 
indulges in superfluous argumentation many a time, Tarkasangraha is a well organised 
encyclopaedia like text of refutation, which is easier to refer to. Tattvapradipika 
follows both Khandanakhandakhadya and Tarkasangraha, and hence is rather easier to 
refer to than the former. 

The texts which Anandajfidna seems to have referred to are the 
Padarthadharmasangraha of Pragastapada, Kiranavali of Udayana, Sivaditya's 
Saptapadarthi, Sarvadeva's Pramanamajijari, Bhasarvajfia's Nyayasara, Sridhara's 
Nyayakandali, Anandanubhava's Padarthatattvanirnaya, Manamanohara of Bhatta 
Vadindra, Udayana's Laksanavali and so forth. The idea that Anandajiiana has 
referred to Tattvapradipika of Citsukha, does not stand valid on the basis of the 
evidences presented in chapter 5. 

As has been shown in between, centuries after Anandajfiana had authored his 
Tarkasangraha, some of his ideas seem to have been accepted by at least some of the 
later Navya Naiyayika-s like Raghunatha Siromani, Kaunda Bhatta, Ganga Sahaya 
Sarma, and so forth. Some of the faults which Anandajiiana points out in various 


padartha-s, were accepted by these Navya Naiyayika-s and changes were made to 
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their own siddhanta accordingly. A probable case of Gangesa Upadhyaya taking one 
of Anandajfiana's ideas as purvapaksa has also been demonstrated. It could be that his 
ideas were not known by them by his name or text, but nevertheless it is clear that the 
relevance of his criticism of both the Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s is apparent 
through the relevance of the ideas he presented and that at the merit of those ideas, 
changes were accepted by some of his opponents. 

Anandajfiana does not refute the Vaisesika padartha-s at the level of 
vyavahara, but only at the level of paramartha. Not only Vaisesika, Anandajfiana has 
stated that all the other darsana-s can be refuted using the same method of the 
refutation of laksana-s and niyama-s. The refutation being only for the level of 
paramartha, does not pose any challenge to the usefulness and validity of Vaisesika 
darsana (along with Nyaya) at the level of vyavahara. Hence, Tarkasangraha does not 
negate the validity of Vaisesika darsana upto the point that one does not gain the 
direct knowledge of the Self. 

A side-effect of reading the refutations of ideas conceived through painstaking 
logical analyses, is that one may see the futility of the over-attachment to logical 
argumentation. Most of the darsana-s have been created on the foundation of 
inference. As has been mentioned by Bhartrhari, even though many expert logicians 
(anumatr-s) may arrive at a conclusion after much effort, the more skilful logicians 
conclude in a way opposed to the former.!2°5 Vacaspatimisra II goes a step further and 


says that the statements of scholars, usually slip while they wander in the jungle of 


1205 yatnenanumitopyarthah kusalairanumatrbhih/ 
abhiyuktatarairanyairanyathaivopapadyate// - Vakyapadiya, 1.34 


317 


logic, and that it is the eternal dharma, that the other scholars rectify them.!2% As is 
evident from the changes that have been incorporated in the Vaisesika and Nyaya 
darsana-s since their creation, there is no end to the loop of assertion, investigation 
and refutation. 

This may also be one of the reasons that the Nyaya and Vaisesika scholars 
usually conceive of detachment as the result of practising their darsana-s. Having 
indulged in several debates, both with those of opposing darsana-s, as well as with 
those of their own darSana, and also looking at the well recorded evidence in the form 
of texts which removes all hopes of a final resolution of all disagreements or faults 
regarding one's own darsana, it would be but natural that a person will become 
detached from their own firmly held ideas. 

So, although the texts of refutation like Tarkasangraha provide a detailed 
criticism of the Nyaya and Vaisesika darsana-s, through which they imply the validity 
of their own darsana, they also seem to be intended to lead one to detachment, by the 
way of exhausting them with logical argumentation. It could also be in this way, that 
the statement of Anandajfiana at the end of Tarkasangraha, that the Tarkasangraha has 
been created for the upakara of krtin-s, could be interpreted. The sophistication of 
logicians can be attractive, and consequently logical argumentation could seem to be 
the ultimate tool which could effect the knowledge of fundamental reality. So for 
those who desire such a knowledge, it is necessary for them to see the boundaries of 


logical argumentation. 


1206 tarkakantaracarinyah skhalanti prayaso girah/ 
tat samadadhati prajfia esa dharmah sanatanah// - Khandanoddhara, Mangalacarana 


318 


Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha looks like a detailed demonstration of the first 
half of Brahmasitra 2.1.11, which is 'tarkapratisthanat'. Adi Sankaracarya's 
commentary on this tells how tarka (which as per him seems to include pramana-s like 
pratyaksa, anumana, etc.) cannot access the fundamental reality on its own and that 
tarka keeps on changing based on one's own ideas. As many are the people, so many 
are the variations in tarka. Tarkasangraha shows the multiplicity of laksana-s of 
Naiyayika and Vaisesika concepts and the ever changing vivaksa (intended meaning). 
Along with this, it has been shown in this thesis, that some of the later scholars of 
VaisSesika and Nyaya darsana-s went further and drastically changed the age-old 
concepts. Hence, Tarkasangraha brings the 'apratistha' of tarka to the surface for 
everyone to behold. Tarka can work very finely on the vyavahara level of existence, 
but when it comes to the fundamental reality, tarka by itself has no ability to grasp it. 
As has been told in the Kathopanisad 1.2.9; "naisa tarkena matirapaneya", that is, this 
knowledge of the fundamental Atman or Brahman, cannot be received through tarka. 
If anyone wants to see a practical demonstration of this Upanisadvakya, they could 
read Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha. 

Anandajfiana's manner of refuting a kind of dualism and such other schools of 
thought by appealing to the inexplicability of the categories they believe in, can be 
used to refute literally anything which is defined, or has a definition. For instance, 
space and time as envisioned and defined by contemporary physics, can be 
demonstrated to be inexplicable. 

In this manner, looking clearly at the boundaries of logic, the way is paved for 


the goal of both the Advaita Vedanta and Nyaya Vaisesika darsana-s, that is, moksa. 
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What is the way? The way is detachment. Which method ultimately leads to moksa, is 


for the sadhaka to experience. 
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SUMMARY OF THE THESIS 


This thesis titled 'A Critical Study of Anandajfiana's Tarkasangraha' is 
based on a rare Sanskrit text of the 12th or 13th century CE. Anandajfiana's 
Tarkasangraha is a detailed refutation of the Vaisesika philosophy, and is hence 
different from Annambhatta's Tarkasangraha. There is no available translation or 
commentary of this text. This text is different from Stiharsa's Khandanakhandakhadya 
and Citsukha's Tattvapradipika because unlike them, it alone contains the refutation of 
each Vaisesika padartha and its subdivisions. Mr. T. M. Tripathi published this text in 
1917 based on a single available manuscript kept at Patan, Gujarat. This thesis is 
based on the said published version and the manuscript. 

Anandajfiana's arguments against the Vaisesika philosophy have been critically 
analysed in this thesis. He employs both brief and superfluous arguments. Much of 
the sources of his pirvapaksa, not mentioned by him, have been found. Scribal errors 
have also been found and suggestions provided. His identification and historical 
position have been revised based on evidences. This text can be seen as a practical 
demonstration of the Brahmasitra 'tarkapratisthanat’ (2.1.11) and Adi Sankaracarya's 
commentary on it. Even the very logically sophisticated and well thought out concepts 
and arguments of the Vaisesikas suffer from faults, which have eventually led to many 
changes that they've made to their concepts. 

In this way, by showing the limits and limitations of logic as a tool to know 
fundamental reality, by showing indefinability of everything, detachment from logic is 


effected, which is vairagya, the path to mukti. 
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APPENDICES 


Appendix A 


PROBABLE SOURCES OF 


LAKSANA-S, STATEMENTS AND ANUMANAPRAYOGA-S 


The page numbers indicated in the second column below, are according to the 


printed version of Tarkasangraha, edited by T. M. Tripathi. 


I. Laksana-s and statements 


Tarkasangraha Page Probable source 

anaropitam ripam tattvam 5 tattvamanaropitam riipam - Saptapadarthi 
(p. 41) 

samavayikaranam (dravyalaksanam) 20 samavayikaranam dravyam - 


Pramanamanyari (p. 8) 


gandhavattvam (prthivilaksanam) 22 gandhavati prthivi - Saptapadartht (p. 
51), Pramanamafyari (p. 10) 
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Nyayakandali (p. 29) 
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snehavadambhah - Pramanamafjar (p. 
27) 


usnasparsavat tejah - Saptapadarthi (p. 
52) 


sukhagrahakendriyam va - 
Manamanohara (p. 48) 


Manamanohara (p. 56), Laksanavali (p. 
54) 


gunatve sati ghranagrahyo gandhah - 
Manamanohara (p. 56), Laksanavali (p. 
54) 


ekam dve trinityadyakaram tasya 
visayataya hetuh samkhyeti - Kiranavali 
(p. 124) 


Saptapadarthi (p. 57) 


samyogah 
samyuktapratyayasyasadharanam 
nimittam - Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 24) 


yadvisiste dravye samyuktamidamaneneti 
matirbhavati sa samyogah - Kiranavalt 


(p. 143) 


anityah sambandhah samyogah - 
Manamanohara (p. 65) 


vibhagatvasamanyavan 
vibhaktapratyayasadharanakaranam 
vibhagah - Saptapadartht (p. 58) 


yena viSistam dravyam param iti 
vyavahriyate tat paratvam 


yena viSistam dravyam aparam iti 
vyavahriyate tat aparatvam 


karyadravyena 
svasamavayikaranakrta-gunena 
gunatvavantarajattyam paratvam 


samavayina svakarye 
kriyamanagunena 
gunatvavantarajattyam aparatvam 


prakaso buddhih (buddhilaksanam) 


ayatharthajnaptih (avidya) 


virodhyanekaprakaravattaya 
dharmyavalambi pratyayah 
(saméayah) 


anavadharanajfianam samsayah 
ayathartham niscayatmakam 


jagrajjhanam viparyayah 


kimidam ityalocanamatram 
anadhyavasayah 


yatharthajnaptih vidya 


samyaganubhavah (prama) 


pratyaksam 
saksatkariyatharthajhianasadhanam 


vastumatrasya aviparitasya saksat 
alocanam nirvikalpakam 


samjnasamjhisambandhollekhena 
jhanotpattinimittam savikalpakam 


samyagavinabhavena 
paroksanubhavasadhanam 
(anumanam) 


76 


76 


76 


76 


78 


78 


79 


79 
80 


82 


84 


85 
85 


86 


87 


89 


yadvisiste dravye paramityabhidhanam 
pratyayo va tat paratvamiti - KiranavaliB 
(p. 249) 


yadvisiste dravye aparamityabhidhanam 
pratyayo va tadaparatvamiti - 
KiranavaliB (p. 249) 


karyadravyena svasamavayikaranena 
krtadvisthagunena gunatvavantarajatiyam 
paratvam - Manamanohara (p. 71) 


samavayikaranena svakarye kriyamanena 
advisthagunena gunatvavantarajatiyam 
aparatvam - Manamanohara (p. 71) 


atmasrayah prakaso buddhih - 
Saptapadarthi (p. 59) 

arthaprakaso buddhih - Laksanamala (p. 
31) 


ayathartha'vidya - Padarthatattvanirnaya 
(p. 27) 


virodhyanekaprakaravattaya 
dharmyavalambi pratyayah - 
Padarthatattvanimaya (p. 27) 


Saptapadarthi (p. 72) 


ayathartham niscayatmakam 
jagrajjhanam viparyayah - 
Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 27) 


kimidamityalocanamatram 
anadhyavasayah - Padarthatattvanimaya 
(pp. 27-28) 


yatharthajnaptirvidyeti - 
Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 28) 


Nyayasara (p. 62) 


saksatkariyatharthajhanam 
pratyaksam/ ... pramanavivaksayam tu 
tatsadhanam pratyaksam/ - 
Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 28) 


vastumatrasyaviparitasya 
saksadalocanam nirvikalpakam 
pratyaksam - Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 
28) 


samjnhadisambandhollekhena 
jhanotpattinimittam savikalpakam - 
Nyayasara (p. 173) 


Nyayasara (p. 194) 


nirupadhikah sambandho vyaptih 


samanyena sadhanasamanyasya 
vyaptih anvayah 


pratyaksayogyarthanumapakam 
drstam 


sadhanasamanyabhavena 
sadhyasamanyabhavasya vyaptih 
vyatirekah 


paropadeso nama paficavayavakyam 


pratipipadayisaya paksavacanam 
pratijna 
sadhyadharmavisisto dharm1 paksah 


sadhanatvakhyapakam lingavacanam 
hetuh 


paficaripah anvayavyatirek1 
pakse hetoh vyapyavrttitvam 
paksadharmatvam 


pakse sarvasmin ekadese va hetoh 
vittih sapakse sattvam 


sadhyatadviparitayoh sadhanasya 
atrirupatvam asatpratipaksatvam 


paksavyapakah avidyamanavipaksah 
sapaksavrttih kevalanvay1 


paksavyapakah avidyamanasapaksah 
vipaksat vyavrttah kevalavyatirek1 


paksavipaksayoh eva vartamano 
viruddhah (hetuh) 


vartamano hetuh kalatyayapadistah 


svaparapaksasiddhau trirtpo hetuh 
prakaranasamah 


samyagdrstantabhidhanam 
udaharanam 


yatra laukikapartksakabuddhisamyam 
sa drstantah 


drstante prasiddhavinabhavasya 
sadhanasya drstantopamanena pakse 
vyaptikhyapakam vacanam upanayah 


93 


93 


93 


93 


94 


94 


94 
95 


95 
95 


95 


96 


96 


96 


97 


98 


98 


99 


99 


100 


nirupadhikasambandhasya vyaptitvat - 
Manamanohara (p. 81) 


sadhyasamanyena sadhanasamanyasya 
vyaptiranvayah - Nyayasara (p. 228) 


Nyayasara (p. 272) 


Nyayasara (p. 229) 


paropadesastu paficavayavavakyam - 
Nyayasara (p. 272) 


Nyayasara (p. 282) 


Nyayasara (p. 301) 
Nyayasara (p. 287) 


Nyayasara (p. 301) 


tatra hetoh vyapyavrttitvam 
paksadharmatvam - Nyayasara (p. 301) 


Nyayasara (p. 301) 


Nyayasara (p. 301) 


paksavyapakah sapaksavrttih 
avidyamanavipaksah kevalanvayt - 
Nyayasara (p. 301) 


Nyayasara (p. 303) 
Nyayasara (p. 309) 
pramanabadhite pakse vartamano hetuh 


kalatyayapadistah - Nyayasara (p. 310) 


svaparapaksasiddhavapi trirtpo hetuh 
prakaranasamah - Nyayasara (p. 310) 


Nyayasara (p. 320) 


laukikapariksakanam yasminnarthe 
buddhisamyam sa drstantah - Nyayasitra 
1.1.25 (p. 35) 


Nyayasara (pp. 324-325) 


upanayantaram sahetukam 


nigamanam 


vadiprativadinoh paksapratipaksa- 
parigrahah katha 


pramanatarkasadhanopalambhah 
siddhantaviruddhah paficavayavo- 
papannah paksapratipaksaparigraho 
vadah 


vitaragakatha vadah 


yathoktopapannah 
chalajatinigrahasthana- 
sadhanopalambho jalpah 


sa pratipaksasthapanahino vitanda 


anabhipretarthakalpanaya 
Sabdadtisanam chalam 


svavyaghataprasango jatih 
samikaranabhiprayena prasango jatih 
parajayanimittam nigrahasthanam 
kathakasaktisicakam nigrahasthanam 
varnah vibhaktyantah padam 
abhidhanasaktijah ajniatavisayah 
bodhah agamah 

anupapannadarsanat ajhatopapadake 


buddhih arthapattih 


grhitamatravisayam samskarajam 
jhanam smrtih 


pratiyogyanadhinatve sati svabhavat 
isyamanamatrajatitvam (sukhatvam) 


jhayamananirupadhikakrtivyapyam 
sukham 


pratiyogyanapeksatve sati 
svabhavato'nistam duhkham 


utsahavanaham ityatra visesanatvam 
prayatnatvasya vyavasthapakam 


100 


100 


101 


102 


102 


103 
103 


103 


104 


104 


105 


107 


107 


107 


109 


110 


110 


111 


upanayanantaram sahetukam 
pratijiavacanam nigamanam - Nyayasara 
(p. 327) 


Nyayasara (p. 329) 


Nyayasttra 1.2.1 (p. 48) 


sa vitaragakatha vadasamjniayaivocyate - 
Nyayasara (p. 329) 


Nyayasttra 1.2.2 (p. 49) 


Nyayasttra 1.2.3 (p. 50) 


Padarthatattvanimaya (p. 36) 


svavyaghatakamuttaram jatih - 
Padarthatattvanimaya (p. 37) 


prayukte hetau samikaranabhiprayana 
jatih - Nyayasara (p. 342) 


parajayanimittam nigrahasthanam - 
Nyayasara (p. 342) 


kathakasaktisicakam nigrahasthanam - 
Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 40) 


te vibhaktyantah padam - Nyayasitra 
2.2.60 (p. 135) 


agamah - Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 83) 


anupapannadarsanadajhatopapadakabudd 
hir arthapattih - Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 
85) 


grhitamatravisayah samskarajah 
pratyayah smrtih - Padarthatattvanirnaya 
(p. 45) 


pratiyoginiripananadhinatve sati 
svabhavata isyamanatvam 
sukhalaksanam - Padarthatattvanirnaya 


(p. 46) 


jhayamanam nirupadhikrtivyapyam 
sukham - Manamanohara (p. 101) 


pratiyogyanapeksatve sati svato'nistatvam 
- Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 46) 


utsahavanahamityatra visesanatvam 
prayatnatvasya vyavasthapakam - 
Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 47) 


gurutvam hi guru idam iti 
visistapratyaye viSesanatvat 
avagantavyam 


syandanakarmasadharankaranam tat 
(dravatvam) 


gurutvam ca paramanusu nityam 


parthivaparamanusu naimittikam tat 
anityam 


taddhi (snehatvam) snigdho'yam 
ityatra visesanatvat avagamyate 


atmagunah samskaro bhavana 


vihitabhavarthajanyasmadatindriyatm 
aguno dharmah 

samanyastinyah 
atyantavyavrttibuddhihetavah antya 
visesah 


nityadravyah svartipasanto visesah 


nityah sambandhah samavayah 


ayutasiddhanam 
parasparasambandhah samavayah 


anadih antavana (pragabhavah) 


adiman ananto'bhavah 
(pradhvamsabhavah) 


tadatmyapratiyogikabhavah 
anyonyabhavah 


114 


114 


114 


115 


115 


116 


117 


123 


125 


126 


126 


128 


129 


130 


gurutvasamanyasambaddham gurutvam / 
gurvidam visiste visesanatvam / 
tatsamanyavyavasthapakam - 
Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 47) 


syandanasadharanakaranavattvaiica - 
Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 48) 


gurutvam ca paramanusu nityam - 
Nyayakandali (p. 266) 


parthivataijasaparamanusu 
dravatvamanityam - Pramanamafyari (p. 
116) 


snigdha ityatra visesanatvam 
snehatvasamanyavyavasthapakam - 
Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 49) 


samskarah purusaguno bhavana - 
Pramanamanyari (p. 123) 


vihitabhavarthajatyasmadadyatindriyatma 
guno dharmah - Manamanohara (p. 108) 
samanyastinya 
atyantavyavrttibuddhihetavo'antya 
visesah - Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 53) 


ekadravyah svaripasanto visesah - 
Laksanamala (p. 35) 


nityasambandhah samavayah - 
Saptapadarthi (p. 51) 
nityassambandhah samavayah - 
Pramanamanyari (p. 151) 


Padarthatattvanimaya (p. 54) 


anadih santah pragabhavah - 
Saptapadarthi (p. 63) 


sadiranantah pradhvamsabhavah - 
Saptapadarthi (p. 63) 
tadatmyanisedho'nyonyabhavah - 
Saptapadarthi (p. 63) 


2. Anumdnaprayoga-s 


Tarkasangraha Page Probable source 

vimatah tamahsabdavacyah paraspara- 21 vivadadhyasitah alokabhavah 

bhavatiriktalokasamsargatvat alokavat tamahsabdavacyah 
itaretarabhavavyatiriktalokabhavatvat - 
Manamanohara (p. 52) 

prthivitvam abadibhyo 26 prthivitvamabadibhyo 

bhinnanekaprthivivyaktimatranistham bhinnanekaprthivivyaktimatranistham 

prthivisabdavacyatvat prthivitvasabdavacyatvat toyatvavaditi - 
Padarthatattvanirnaya (p. 58) 

caksuh taijasam ripasparsayoh 29 taijasatve sati rasadyvyafijakatve sati 

rupasyaiva vyaijakadravyatvat rupabhivyafjakatvam pradipavat - 

dipavat Kiranavali (p. 50) 

vimatam prthivisamavayikaranakam 31 vivadadhyasitam 

karyatve sati gandhavattvat prthivisamavayikaranakam karyatve sati 
gandhatvat - Manamanohara (p. 15) 

gandhopalabdhih karanakarya 34 gandhopalabdhih karanajanya karyatvat 

karyatvat ghatavat ghatavat - Manamanohara (p. 16) 

vimatam parthivam ripagandhayoh 35 vivadadhyasitam parthivam 

gandhasyaiva vyanjakadravyatvat gandharasayor madhye gandhasyaiva 

kunkumagandhavyanjakaghrtavat prakasakatvat 
kumkumagandhabhivyanfjakaghrtavat- 
Manamanohara (p. 16) 

rasavyaktih karanakarya karyatvat 36 rasopalabdhih karanajanya karyatvad 

ghatavat gandhopalabdhivat - Manamanohara (p. 
18) 

vimatah na parthivah pakanivartya- 39 vivadadhyasitah paramanavo na 

rupavattvat toyaparamanuvat parthivah atyantagnisamyoge 
bhasmanarambhakatvat jalaparamanuvat 
- Manamanohara (p. 19) 

vimatam na arupidravyagrahakam 41 sparsanam nirtpadravyagrahakam na 

asmadbahyendriyatvat bhavati bahyendritvaccaksurvat - 

asmaccaksurvat Manamanohara (p. 21) 

vimatam asmadadisparsanagamyam 41 nasmadadibahyendriyapratyakso vayuh 

tadrsasparsanagamyasankhyavattvat asmadadyapratyaksasamkhyadhikaranatv 

sampratipannavat annabhovat - Manamanohara (p. 21) 

Sabdah kvacidasritah gunatvat rupavat 45 Laksanavali (p. 34) 

sabdo gunah samanyavattve sati 46 gunah sabdo samanyavattve sati 

dravyatvakarmatvayoh samanyavadanadharatvat = 

anadhikaranatvat ripavat Nyayabhusana (p. 165) 

vimatam 48 sthaviradau paratvam 


tapanaparispandaprakarsadidhijayam 
tadanuvidhayitvat yatha 
kulalanuvidhayt ghatah tena janyate 


tapanaparispandaprakarsabuddhijanyam 
tadanuvidhayitvat patakuvindavat - 
Kiranavali (p. 77) 


sa ca dravyakrta 
prakarantarasambhave sati 
pratyasattitvat patadau 
maharajanaragapratyasattivat 


tacca dravyam itarebhyo bhidyate 
visistaparatvadyanumeyatvat 
prthivivat 


vivadadhyasitam visesagunavidhura- 
dravyabhyam janyate karyatvat 
antahkaranadvayasamyogavat 


smrtih sariravacchinnatmasamyukta- 
dravyasadhya pranivisesagunavtvat 
rupajhanavat 


sukhasamvit indriyasadhya 
saksatkaritvat sampratipannavat 


vimatam aindriyakajnianavisayah 
vastutvat ghatavat 


vimatam mirtasamyogasamavayi- 
karanakajattyam anityatve sati 
nityavisesagunatvat parthivanu- 
visesagunavat 


kasyacit pratyaksam adrstadi 
meyatvat 


48 


48 


50 


53 


54 


54 


54 
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sa ca pratyasattirdravyakrta 
prakarantarasambhave sati 
pratyasattitvadeva pate 
maharajanapratyasattivat - Kiranavali (p. 
77) 


tacca dravyamitarebhyo bhidyate 
visistaparatvadyanumeyatvat ... yatha 
prthivyadi - Kiranavali (p. 77) 


vivadadhyasitah samyogo 
visesagunarahitebhyo dravyebhyo 
janyate samyogatvat 
antahkaranartipadvayasamyogavat - 
Manamanohara (p. 26) 


smrtih sariravacchinnatmasamyukta- 
dravyasadhya karyatve 
satyatmavisesagunatvad ripadijfanavat - 
Kiranavali (p. 101) 


sukhadyupalabdhirindriyasadhya 
janyasaksatkaratvat rapadyupalabdhivat 
- Kiranavalt (p. 101) 


vivadapadam indriyajajfianavisayah 
vastutvat ghatavat - Manamanohara (p. 
45) 


vivadadhyasito mirtasamyogasamavayi- 
karanakavisesagunadharah nityatve sati 
anityavisesagunavattvat 
parthivaparamanuvat - Manamanohara 
(p. 45) 


adrstadikam kasyacit pratyaksam 
prameyatvat - Padarthatattvanimaya (p. 
32) 


Appendix B 


PROBABLE SCRIBAL ERRORS, THEIR CORRECTIONS AND 


MISSING PORTIONS IN TARKASANGRAHA 


The page numbers and line numbers indicated in the third column below, are 


according to the printed version of Tarkasangraha, edited by T. M. Tripathi. 


Available reading Possible correction / missing Page no. 
portion and line 
no. 
ekasrayatvopadhih ekasrayatvopadheh 3,3 
purovarti atmana'bhato purovartirajataderanyatra 5, 29 and 
rajataderanyatra 6, | 
badharahitamistam badharahityamistam 8,9 
tavatsiddherasrayahinatvam yavatsiddherasrayahinatvam 8, 10 
samanyam ayuktam na samanyam ayuktam 8, 23 
samavayena sattvam samavaye na sattvam 8, 27 
na ca dharmadharminoh na ca tat dharmadharminoh 9,13 
dvitiyah na dvittyah 9,15 
bhedasyabhave'pi bhedasyabhavatve'pi 10, 13 
virodho na virodhena 10, 18 
tatsambandhasya ca samavayasya ___ tatsambandhasya ca samavayasya 10, 20 
ca 
na tanniripyastatsiddhau tannirtipyastatsiddhau 10, 26 
nirupakhyam na pramanikamiti nirupakhyatvam na pramanikamiti 11, 11 
mrsa sarvasammataih mrsa sarvasammata 12,9 
abhavo nasti bhavasya abhavo nasti 12, 14 
stambho'yam kutobhayam stambho'yam kumbho'yam 12,15 
tarhi prapafice'pi na tarhi prapafice'pi 12,17 
bhavatvadharo va bhavatvanadharo va 13, 19 


Available reading 


paficamyanto niriipakasca 


anarthantarataya tadabhyupagatih 


tattaddharmitvavat tathavidhasyaiva 


tasya 


prthakkathanamanarthakameva/ 
dvitiyo'pi 


na; abhave catustvameva Ssakyam 


svasrayatvayogat 


uktam asrayatvam 


saditi nirdeso yujyeta sambhavascet 


tadasiddhih; tasya 
sankhyavisesatve'pi 


va bhavavacoyukteh 
padapratisedhe padarthatirekat 


apratipannatve va 
prasaktapratisedhat 


ubhayatha nisedho vacyatvayoh 


ityap1 sambhavat 


dravyadisamavayantasyaiva te 
bhavat 


tanmatravrttitvabhavamatrasya 
avivaksitavisesasya sadhyatvat 


meyatvadau sadhyavyapteh 


va atyantabhavapratiyogi 


pradesapravrttisamyogadeh 
asambhavasyabhidhanasya 
manatvena avyapteh 


na ca atmanirgunatvam 


dravyatvajatesca nirvaktavyatvat 


na ca dravyatve vyahjanamasti 


anugatapratyayasya netum ucitatvat 


apratitau eva pratitibhrantih 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 
sasthyanto nirtipakasca 


katham anarthantarataya 
tadabhyupagatih 


tattaddharmitvavat tathavidhasyaiva 


bhitalasya tasya 


prthakkathanamanarthakameva / 


(missing) dvittyo'pi 


na abhave catustvameva niyantum 


Sakyam svasrayatvapatat 


uktam svasrayatvam 
saditi nirdeso yujyeta cet 


tadasiddhih (missing) tasya 
sankhyavisesatve'pi 


va'bhavavacoyukteh 
padapratisedhe padarthatirekat 


apratipannatve va 
prasaktapratisedhat 


ubhayatha nisedho 
meyatvavacyatvayoh 


ityapi nirastam/ (missing) sambhavat 


dravyadisamavayantasyaiva te 
bhavatvat 


tanmatravrttitvabhavamatrasya 
vivaksitavisesasya sadhyatvat 


meyatvadau sadhyavyapteh 


va atyantabhavapratiyogi 


pradesapravrttisamyogadeh 
asambhavat avyapteh 


na ca atmani gunatvam 


dravyatvajatesca anirvaktavyatvat 


na ca dravyatve vyanjakamasti 


anugatapratyayasya anetum ucitatvat 


apratitau pratitibhrantih eva 


10 


Page no. 
and line 
no. 


14, 29 
15,9 


15, 11 


16,9 


16, 19-20 


16, 21-22 
16, 23 
16, 28 


17,7 
17,8 
17,9 


17, 16 


17, 23 
17, 28 


18,3 


18, 5-6 
19, 24-25 


20, 10 


20, 10-11 
20, 18 

20, 22 
20-21, last 


line of 20, 
1st of 21 


21, 14-15 


Available reading 


apramite va 
aprasiddhhavisesanatvam 
kumbhadau abadibhedasya 
pramitatvat / prthivimatre 


dvitiyah prthivimatrasya 
sadharanatvapatat 


dhimanumanaderapi 
tathatvaprasangat 


tatra sadhyaprasiddhau ca 


samanyato visSesanasiddhih 


ubhayanirtipyatvat pratyaksavadeva 


tatsiddheh 


tadvyavacchinnalaksyasiddhih 
ityanyonyasrayata svarupena 
laksyasiddheh na 


sangrahakam hi 
vyavrttayavatsadhakam 


jatesca patetaravisesitayasca ghate 


jateh bhidyate jatitvat 


aupadhikatayam bhavanistatvacca 


sapratiyogikanyonyabhavanam 


vastudharmatvaghatadidharmatvam 


yathoktopadhyabhavena 
vyaptyabhavat 


ghatatatakanyonyatve ca 
vyaptibhangat 


iti ca purvavat 
anumanapravrttisambhave (1) 


nityatvamurtayoh vyaghatajah 


kriyavan paramanuh - ityapi na 


tadvyavrttyartham 


karyadravyavisesanam ityuktam 


paramanoradyapi siddhatvat 


avayavaparamparavisrantiprasangad 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 


apramite va 
aprasiddhhavisesanatvam / 
kumbhadau abadibhedasya 
pramitatvat prthivimatre 


dvitiyah prthivimatrasya 
asadharanatvapatat 


dhiumasyanumanaderapi 
tathatvaprasangat 


tatra sadhyaprasiddhau ca 


samanyato visesasiddhih 


ubhayaniripyatvat pratyaksadeva 


tatsiddheh 


tadvyavacchinnalaksyasiddhih 
ityanyonyasrayata /svaripena 
laksyasiddheh na 


sangrahakam hi 
vyavittyabhavasadhakam 


jatesca pate patavisesitayasca ghate 


jateh bhidyate jatitvat gotvavat 


aupadhikatayam bhavanisthatvacca 


sapratiyogikanyonyabhavanam 


vastudharmatvaghatitadidharmatvam 


yathoktopadhibhavena 
vyaptyabhavat 


ghatatatakanytnatve ca 
vyaptibhangat 


iti na purvavat 
anumanapravrttisambhave 


nityatvamurtatvayoh vyaghatajat/ 


kriyavan paramanuh ityapi na 


tadvyavrttyartham 


karyadravyavisesanam ityayuktam 


paramanoradyapi asiddhatvat 


avayavaparampara'visrantiprasangad 


iti cet 


miurtam ca anityam kva upalabhyate 


anadhinatmalabham karyam 


visesavattvasyaiva tatra adarsanat 


iti cet 


miurtam ca nityam kva upalabhyate 


anyadhinatmalabham karyam 


visesasparsavattvasyaiva/ 
visesatvasyaiva tatra adarsanat 


il 


Page no. 
and line 
no. 


24, 8-9 


24, 11-12 


24,14 


24, 19 
25, 8-9 


25, 10-11 


26, 4-5 


26, 5 


27,3 
DFG 
27, 28 


28 I9A3 


28, 28-29 


28, 29 


29, 27-28 


30, 10 


30, 10-11 


30, 18-19 


30, 26-27 


Available reading 


na hi sparsavyaktasparsasamanyam 
hitva 


avayavitve sati 
atmavacchedakatvam Sariram 


tatsamyuktatvabhyupagamaha(hr)ta 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 


na hi sparsavyaktau sparsasamanyam 
hitva 


avayavitve sati atmavacchedakatvam 
Sariratvam 


tatsamyuktatvabhyupagamat 


Sarirasiddhau 


etena indriyatvamapi 
tacchabdapravrttinimittam uktam 
veditavyam 


parthivavayavanam snehat 
itaradeharambhe 


indriyavisesanena ksarikrtatvat 


asmadadisarirasantatih ayonija 
vartate Sarirasantatitvat 
gomayadijanitavrscikadisarirasantat 
ivat 


yogindriyagrahyatvena 
atindriyasiddhau 


tanmatroktau ca sadhanasya 
karanatve purvavat ativyapteh 
akaranatve ca karananirakaranadeva 


ta(da)Sesasyapi nirakaranat 


samanyena karanasiddhau 
parisesato 


akificitkaratvat na tau apeksate 


samanyena tannirdese’ pi 
tadasrayavisesasiddhau dhrauvyat 


vyavaharasya ca hanadeh 
tadasrayatvabhavena 
avisayatvaprasangat 


svarupavacinasca Sabdasya laksane 
nivesayogat 


avayavisabdasya bhautikangikarat 


bhasvaratvasya 
svarupavantarajatitve 
vyahjakabhavat 
tathavidhalaksane 
vyabhicaratadavasthyat / 
rupagrahakatvam 


tatraiva karanasya asiddhatvat 


Sarirasiddhau 


etena indriyatvamapi 
tacchabdapravrttinimittam 
pratyuktam veditavyam 
parthivavayavanam slesat 
itaradeharambhe 


indriyavisesanasya ksarikrtatvat 


asmadadisarirasantatih ayonija na 
vartate Sarirasantatitvat 
gomayadijanitavrscikadisarirasantati 
vat 


yogindriyagrahyatvena 
atindriyatvasiddhau 


tanmatroktau ca sadhanasya 
karanatve purvavat ativyapteh 
karanatve ca karananirakaranadeva 
tadvisesasyapi nirakaranat 


samanyena karanasiddhau parisesato 


akificitkaratvat na tau apeksyete 


samanyena tannirdese’ pi 
tadasrayavisesasiddheh dhrauvyat 


vyavaharasya ca hanadeh 
tadasritatvabhavena 
avisayatvaprasangat 


svarupavacinasca Sabdasya laksane 
nivesayogat 


avayavisabdasya 
bhautikatvangtkarat/ 
bhautikarthatvangrkarat 


bhasvaratvasya 
svarupavantarajatitvena 
vyahjakatvabhavat 


tathavidhalaksane 
vyabhicaratadavasthyat / (missing) 
rupagrahakatvam 


tatraiva karanatvasya asiddhatvat 
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Page no. 
and line 
no. 

32,7 

32, 14 


32, 24-25 


33, 5-6 


33, 10 


34, 25 


33, 23-24 


34, 5 


34, 15-16 


34, 30-31 


35, 6 


35, 11-12 


35, 19 


35, 21 


35, 23 


37, 16-17 


38, 5 


38, 6-7 


Available reading 


rupigrahane sankhyadigrahane ca 
tasya karanavisesat 


karane nirvaktumasakye 
tadvisesasya karanasiddheh 
asiddhih 


tamovirodhitvopadhesca sattvat 
vyapyatvasiddhih / na ca 
sadhanavyaptih 


na taijasatvam tasya nisedhyam 


vimatam aparthivam 
pakanivartyartipatvat toyavat 


svarupabheda(da)nyatha(tva)sya 
pratiteh ubhayatrapi (vi)sesat 


sparsatvena vayau api 
rupavattvanumanat 


tathavidhacaksurgocaratvavyabhica 
ri 


pratiyogayogayogacca 
kutomdriyata 


nityatvamatrasya supratipadatvat 


ubhayatrapi tulyatvat / vimatam 
nasmadbahyapratyaksam 


asmatpratyaksadravyaviSesasritatva 
Srayanat 


vyavasthapyau 
tadanarambhasambhavah 


karanagunadvara ca tatra 


gunotpattih 


tadarabdhe dvyanuke 
tulyajatiyagunarambhakatvabhyupa 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 


rupigrahane sankhyadigrahane ca 
tasya karanatvavisesat 


karane nirvaktumasakye 
tadvisesasya karanasya asiddheh 
asiddhih 


tamovirodhitvopadhesca sattvat 
vyapyatvasiddhih / (missing) na ca 
sadhanavyaptih 


taijasatvam tasya nisedhyam 


vimatam aparthivam 
pakanivartyariipavattvat toyavat 


svarupabhedadanyathatvasya 
pratiteh ubhayatrapi avisesat 


sparsavattvena vayau api 
rupavattvanumanat 


tathavidhacaksuragocaratvavyabhica 
ri 


pratyaksapratiyogitvat 
kuto'tindriyata mata 


nityatvamatrasya supratipadyatvat 


ubhayatrapi tulyatvat / (missing) 
vimatam nasmadbahyapratyaksam 


asmatpratyaksadravyavisesa 
Sritatvasrayanat 


vyavasthapyau 
tadanarambhasambhavat 


karanagunadvara ca tatra 
karyagunotpattih 


tadarabdhe dvyanuke 
tulyajattyagunanarambhakatvabhyup 


gamat 


paramanusu(sva?)rupadau 
parimandalya(yoga?)tah 


sakti(Sakteh?) Sakyato’nyatha 


sargasamharadibhih mukhyasya 
kadacitkatve 


anyo’pi giramarthah 


anyo nityasargah tatrasti 


agamat 


paramanustharupadeh 
parimandalyasamyatah 


saktih Sakyato’nyatha 


sargasamharadivaimukhyasya 
kadacitkatve 


anyo’pi nityavargah 
anyo nityavargah tatrasti 
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Page no. 
and line 
no. 

38, 8-9 


38, 11-12 


38, 12-13 


38, 20-21 


39, 2-3 


39, 15 


39, 25-26 


39, 28-29 


40, 23-24 


40, 18 


40 (last 
line), page 
41 (lines 
1-2) 

41, 14-15 
41, 25 

41, 29 


42, 26 


43,7 


43, 13 


43, 16-17 


43, 25 


44,11 


Available reading 


tasya viSesagunatvam asiddham 
na ca akaSasya viSesagunatvam 


hetusadhyayosca 
parasapeksasiddhitvat 


rupavattve dharmini asiddhatvat 


bhrantih iti cet na badhabhavat 


tatkrtaparatvadivyabhicaroktaparatv 


adipratyayanimittatvena 
paratva(t) dehikrtatvam cet 


na ca 
prakrtadravyasadharanahetutvam 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 


tasya viSesagunavattvam asiddham 


na ca akaSasya visesagunavattvam 


hetusadhyayosca 
parasparapeksasiddhitvat 


rupatve dharmini asiddhatvat 


bhrantih iti cet na badhakabhavat 


tatkrtaparatvadivyatiriktaparatvadipr 


atyayanimittatvena 


paratvat dikkrtatvam cet 


na ca 
prakrtadravyasadharanahetutvam 


na ca tasya lingavisesat ekatvam 
tadabhave tadabhavata 
na tavat uktalaksanam atmatvat 


gunasca ami gunavati nirguna 
vartamanah 


avyapakatvacca tesam 


tadvyanjakatvat ISvare 
tadabhyupagamat 


na ca tasya dharmyabhedah 
na ca abhavasya jadatvam 


tatkarmatvat 
tadrupatvayoranyataratvasya 
durnivaratvat 


na ca Srutyadeh yuktam 
karanagocaratvam atmanah 
tadvattvasya pratyuktatvat 


anumanat tadanyamanahsiddhiriti 
parasparasrayat yasmaccidanyatve 


parisesasambhavat/ tasmat na 
uktanumanat manahsiddhih 


uktatmasamyuktarahityam 
sarvagatatvangikarat 


miurtasamyogat tatsiddhavapi 


saksivedyataya samiksyate 
sukhadau 


na ca tasya lingavisesat ekatvam 
tadbhave tadabhavata 
na tavat uktalaksanam atmatvam 


gunasca ami gunavati aguna 
vartamanah 


avyapakatvacca tesam na 


tadvyafjakatvam Isvare 
tadanabhyupagamat 


na ca tatra dharmo bhedah 


na ca atmanopi jadatvam 


tatkarmatvatadrupatvayoranyataratva 


sya durnivaratvat 


na ca Srutyadeh yuktam 
karanagocaratvam atmanah 


tathatvasya pratyuktatvat 


anumanat tadanyamanahsiddhiriti 
parasparasrayat yasmat 


tadanyatvaparisesasambhavah tasmat 


na uktanumanat manahsiddhih 


uktatmasamyuktatvarahityam 
sarvagatatvangikarat 


sarvamurtasamyogat tatsiddhavapi 


saksivedyataya samiksya te 
sukhadau 
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Page no. 
and line 
no. 


45,19 
45, 25 


46,5 


46, 8 
46, 21 


47, 18-19 


49, 11 


49, 12-13 


49, 22 
49, 25 
51,1 


51, 13 


51, 18-19 


52, 1 


52, 3 


52, 6-7 


52, 15 


53, 19-21 


53, 29 


53, 29 


54, 16-17 


Available reading 


1Svaravisesanavattvanangikaranacca 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 


nityavisesanatvanangikaranacca 


visesanavaiyarthyat 


nityavisesagunatvasya sukhadesca 
siddhatvat 


atmanah tannisthasamyogatve’pi 


paramanusu anyataravyabhicarasya 
tava siddha sukaranirasanatvat 


tadbhave’pi samyogavibhagayoh na 
karanam ityetavataiva 


rupadisvapi 
tadbhanasamyogadisamanatvaprasa 
ngat 

gunatvena 
parasparabhavasambhavat 


parasparapuraskarabhavat / na ca 
atra manam 


visesagunatvavisesanena 
ksartkrtatvat 


kvacittadbhavena cetanaSesatve’pi 
taddhtnabhavatvasya abhavena 
vyabhicarat 
agnisangasamavayikaranavisesagun 
atvat 


gunaguninostadabhave 


dbhavasyaiva 
(bhavabhavava? )datyantabhinnayoh 


sauklyakarsnyavibhage na 
vibhagastatra 


gunatve sati rasanagrahyo rasah 
na ca jhatamatrarase manam 


na prthivimatravrttitvam 


nityanityavibhago'yam purvavatkim 
na grhyate 


visesanatvasya tadvyafijakatve 


visistapratyaye visSesanatvasya 
tadvyanjakam api syat 


asarvagatatve sati asiddheh 


visesanavaiyarthyat 


nityavisSesagunatvasya 
sukhadescasiddhatvat 


atmanah tannisthasamyogavattve’pi 


paramanusu anyataravyatirekasya 
tava siddhante sukaranirasanatvat 


tadabhave’pi samyogavibhagayoh na 
karanam ityetavataiva 


rupadisvapi tadbhane 
samyogadisamanatvaprasangat 


gunatvena parasparasrayasambhavat 


parasparapuraskarabhavat / (missing) 
na ca atra manam 


visesagunatvavisesanasa 
ksarikrtatvat 


kvacittadbhavena cetanasesatvacca 


taddhinabhavatvasya bhavena 
vyabhicarat 


agnisangasamavayikaranakavisesagu 
natvat 


gunaguninostadabhave tadatmyat 
atyantabhinnayoh 


sauklyakarsnyavibhagena 
vibhagastatra 


gunatve sati rasanagrahyo rasah 


na ca jhanamatram rase manam 


na prthvimatravrttitvam 


nityanityavibhago'yam purvavannahi 
grhyate 


visesanasya tadvyafijakatve 


visistapratyaye api visesanatvasya 
tadvyanjakam syat 


asarvagatatve sati siddheh 
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Page no. 
and line 
no. 

54, 24-25 
54, 26 


55, 6-7 


55, 9-10 


56, 13 


57, 19-20 


57, 24 


58, 15-16 


58, 21 


58, 27-28 


59, 2 


59, 6 


59, 17-18 


59, 22 


60, 5 
60, 10 
60, 16 


60, 18 


60, 16 


60, 17 


61, 25 


Available reading 


ekatvavyavaharasya 
sapratiyogikatvaprasakteriti - tat 
asat 


ghatadibhede sati eko ghata iti 


bhavatvena - adharmayogascet 


tadapeksatritvadyanutpatteh - iti, 
tadapi na 


sadharanasyapi dharmini drstante 
asati ca karanabhavat 


utpattivinasayoh 
anubhavanusaritvat 


samvestitapatasvarupadrstau api 
parimanadrsteh 

sankhyadau api tadabhavat 
prthaktata (othaktvataya?) katham 


dravyatvena tulya(vya)ktitaya 


yuktapratyayasya asadharanam 


samyoginah tadabhavena 
asambhavitvat 


dravyasya tadasamavayino 
gunatvasya ca aprasiddhatvat 


uktavantarajatisca na, samyogatvat 
anarthantaramiti 


vibhagitvasya tu asarvagatatve sati 
asiddheh 


vastuna(tah?) ajasamyogo'sti 


tasya asamyogasya kenacidapi 


na ca tantukesasamyogat 
dvitantukesasamyogah 
tajjanakasyaiva 
tajjanakatvasambhavat 


tantubhirarabdhapate 
turIpatasamyogitvena vyavaharat 


itarabhave ca ativyapteh 


sati asraye 
karanabha(va)samyogena (obhavena 
samyoga?)nasah syat 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 


ekatvavyavaharasya 
sapratiyogikatvaprasakteriti/ 
(missing)/ tat asat 


ghatabhede sati eko ghata iti 
bhavatvena dharmayogascet 


tadapeksatritvadyanutpatteh/ 
(missing)/ iti tadapi na 


sadhyasyapi dharmini drstante 
asati ca karanabhavat 


utpattivinasayoh 
anubhavananusaritvat 


samvestitapatasvarupadrstau api 
parimanadrsteh 
sankhyadau api tadbhavat 


prthaktvataya svayam 


dravyatvena atulyavyaktitaya 


samyuktapratyayasya asadharanam 


samyoginoh tadabhavena 
asambhavitvat 


dravyasya tadasamavayino gunasya 
ca aprasiddhatvat 


uktavantarajatisca samyogatvat 
anarthantaramiti 


vibhagitvasya tu asarvagatatve sati 
siddheh 


vastuto na'jasamyogo'sti 
tasya asamgasya kenacidapi 


na ca tantukesasamyogat 
dvitantukesasamyogah 
tajjanakasyaiva 
tajjanyatvasambhavat 


tantubhirarabdhapate 
turipatasamyogatvena vyavaharat 


itaretarabhave ca ativyapteh 


sati asraye karanabhave na 
samyoganasah syat 
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Page no. 
and line 
no. 


63, 14 


72, 16-17 


Available reading 


gunasyaiva karayasit 
karmanasyatve na kacit ksatih 


na catvasiddho (catra siddham?) 
traividhyam 


na dvitiyah, tantukarmanoh 


ityevadharminirdesacatvatsatanabha 


go (ordese ca tattatpatanabhage?) 
bhagabhavo vibhago'bhedat 


karyadravyena 
svasamavayikarana... 


paryavasane ca -aSrayatvasya 
durvaratvat 


kulaladau sati eva ghatadyabhavat 


meye paraparavyavaharo na matari 


tatha ca 
samyogabhedaparaparyaya... 


buddhijanyakarmayuktadvisthaguna 


srayah 


pramanikaprakriyamatrena 
vivaksitarthasiddhau 


kuto dhiranavasthita 


satvam gunatvavisesagunatvanyatve 


ghata(jiana?)pratyaksam 


visesanatvasiddheh 
aprasiddhavisesanatvadeh 
durvaratvat 


tannivartyatvat asamyagjnapteh/ 
samyagjhaptya nivartyatvam 


tesam virodhasahanavasthanatve 
yugapat 


atitosadasatpratiti(sadasatpratiti? )pr 


asangat 
avantaravibhago yanna 


(sa eva?) tadbhidahetu 


mithyasabdarthasya nirastatvat 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 


gunasyaiva kasyacit karmanasyatve 


na kacit ksatih 


na casya siddhyettraividhyam 


na dvittyah tantukarmana 


ityevadharminirdesatattadvacanavibh 


age 


samyogabhavo vibhago'bhedat 


karyadravye svasamavayikarana... 


paryavasane ca svasrayatvasya 
durvaratvat 


kulaladau sati api ghatadyabhavat 
matari paraparavyavaharo na meye 


etena samyogabhedaparaparyaya... 


buddhijanyakarmayuktadvisthagunas 


rayah 


pramanikaprakriyamatrena 
vivaksitarthasiddhau 


krta dhiranavasthita 


sattvam gunatvavisesagunatvanyatve 


jhanapratyaksam 


visesagunatvasiddheh 
aprasiddhavisesanatvadeh 
durvaratvat 


tannivartyatvat/ asamyagjfapteh 
samyagjhaptya nivartyatvam 


tesam virodhisahanavasthanatve 
yugapat 


sadasatpratitiprasangat 


avantaravibhago yo na 


sa eva tadbhidahetu 


mithyasabdarthasya ca nirastatvat 
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Page no. 
and line 
no. 

72, 19-20 
73,1 


73, 10 


74, 13-14 


75, 26 


76, 8-9 


76, 18 


76, 30 
Thee 


71, 6-7 


77, 11 


77, 21-22 


77, 30 


Available reading 


tasmadasmabhiruktaivaktavyam 


(cktaivavidya?) karanatamita 


anadhyavasayasya 
anirdharanaripannayastayamavaka 
mthoktanna (anirdharanartipatvat 
kanthoktat na? oripam napastam 
tava kao?) 
upadanabhttadr(du?)stavidyaikarip 
yat 

pratitabadharahitarthavattvasya 
viparyasadau 

prama naiva (hi) ca(jfata)jfapakam 
samyuktavisesanatade(sane 


tat?)sannikarsasya 


siddhasadhanatabhavadanuma (na 
prama)na(ma?)ta 


jnhanatvavadavinabhavakarmatvayo 
gat 


tasya tadvisesita 


arthavisayatvena jfianasya 


manahsamyogajanmakalaniyamat 


karakatvasambhave karanatvasyapi 
tadvisesasya vaktum asakyatvat 


sadhanavyapakatvam ca sadhyena 
anaupadhikah sambandhah 


sa ca aupadhikajhanadvitiyah 
ananugamat 


ananugamat visesalaksanasya 
vivaksyatvat/ ananugatih adtsanam 
- iti cet 


utpattijfaptipratibandhena asya 
adosatvat (added from errata) 


upadheranirtpane sopadhikasyapi 
hetvapatah 

sadhyavyapakatve 
sadhanavyapakatvabhavat 


vyabhicaro na ya(t) 
kurvannupadhikanirdosatam 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 


tasmadasmabhiruktaivam neyam 
karanatamita 


anadhyavasayasya 
anirdharanaripatayastava 
kanthoktanna 


upadanabhitadrstavidyaikartpyat 


pratitibadharahitarthavattvasya 
viparyasadau 


pramanam nahi cajnatajnapakam 


samyuktavisesanadisannikarsasya 


siddhasadhanatabhavannanumanapra 
manata 


jnhanatvavadavinabhavadharmatvayo 
gat 


tasya tadvisesitata 


arthavisayitvena jnhanasya 


manahsamyogakalajanmaniyamat 


karanatvasambhave karanatvasyapi 
tadvisesasya vaktum aSakyatvat 


sadhyavyapakatvam ca sadhyena 
anaupadhikah sambandhah 


sa ca aupadhikajhanadvitiyah/ 
(missing)/ ananugamat 


ananugamat/ visesalaksanasya 
vivaksyatvat ananugatih adtsanam 
iti cet 

utpattijiaptyapratibandhena asya 
adosatvat 


upadheranirtpane sopadhikasyapi 
hetutvapatah 

sadhyavyapakatve 
sadhanavyapakatvat 


vyabhicaronnayam 
kurvannupadhiryati dosatam 
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Page no. 
and line 
no. 


82, 25 


83, 4-5 


84, 4-5 


84, 22 


85, 11 


85, 17-18 


85, 30 


89, 27 


89, 27-28 
89, 28 
90, 23 


91, 6-7 


92, 3-4 


92, para 2 


92, para 2 


92, 11-12 


92, 19 


Available reading 


yattu samanyena 
sadhanasamanyasya vyaptih 


tatpratipadanecchaya 
paksavacanasambhavat 


napi pratipipadayisitaya 


dudisayisitasyapi prathame 
tadrahite ca tadvrttau 

pakse sarvasmin ekadese 
vikalpayogyata (vikalpayogato?) 
sarvapramanavirodhitvasyapi 


kifcitpramanavirodhinyeva 
vidyamanatvat 


avantarabhede'pi na vidyate 
paficartpatvam 


ativyaptistu no siddha 
laksanaparyavasane - tadvisesasya 


katham punaruktau punaruktih na 
bhavet 


kifica atra (pra)mana(na)mapi 
prathame 


nopamam(ma?)laksanaga(onam 
ma?)ta(m) 


pittadyanubhitarthava(t) tasyapi 


arthasya purvanubhavavisayasyaiva 


cehasti tasya natmatvaniscayat 


pratiyogyanapeksatve sati 
svabhavato’nistam duhkham 


icchaniti dhiya 
icchatvam icchani - iti 
pratyayavisayatvam 


icchatvena anityanumanat 


nityatvam 
1sva(paryayam)recchace(va?)t 
nirarantya(yam?) 


siddhe duhkhabhavavat 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 


yattu sadhyasamanyena 
sadhanasamanyasya vyaptih 


tatpratipadanecchaya 
paksavacanasambhavat 


napi pratipipadayisitataya 


dudiisayisitasyapi prathane 
tadrahite ca tadavrttau 
sapakse sarvasmin ekadese 
vikalpayogyata 
sarvapramanavirodhitvasyapi 


kifcitpramanavirodhinyeva 
vidyamanatvat 


avantarabhede'pi ca vidyate 
paficartipatvam 


avyaptistu te siddha 
laksanaparyavasane tadvisesanasya 


katham punaruktih na bhavet 


prathame 


nopamanasya laksanam 


cittadyanubhitarthavat tasyapi 


arthasya purvanubhavavisayasyeva 


cehasti tasyatvatmatvaniscayat 


pratiyogyanapeksatve sati 
svabhavato’nistam duhkham 


icchamiti dhiya 


icchatvam icchami iti 
pratyayavisayatvam 


icchatvena anityatvanumanat 


nityatvam ISvarecchavat nirasaniyam 


duhkhabhavavat 
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Page no. 
and line 
no. 


93,7 


94,18 


94, 21-22 
94, 22 
95, 12-13 
95, 15 
95, 30 


96, 2-3 


109, 19 
109, 27 
110, 22 


111, 24-25 


112, 2 


112, 4 


112, 6 


113, 10 


113, 18 


Available reading 


guno'sti, taratamabha(va)sya 
nika(ska?)rmakamu(nu?)palambhat 
atah sneho na ca sneho 


karmasamavayikaranaka(tva?)t 
vi(Si)stagunena (°stapratyaksena?) 


gunatva(va)ntarajattyo vegah 


buddhyaderapi taddharmasiddhau 


samskaraviSesagunat 


(iti) pratyuktam/ uktasya tasya 
sarvasya 


bhedasya dharmapeksatvat 


mate prthivibhage sampratipattih 


abadikam api prativaktavyam 


samanyastinyatasiddheruktadhihetu- 
tagateh 


nityadravyanam asampratipannatvat 
tasya ca advitiyatvena kutascit 


visesavasiternaiva 
nirvisesatmavastuni 


tatsvartpasattatiriktasattayah 
sadhitatvat 


yadi punah - bhavat anyatvasya 
vaktum asakyatvat yadi abhavat 
abhavo bhidyate - tada na 
abhavatvam pratiyoginah 
sambhavet/ na hi ghatatvena 
bhidyamane patasya ghatatvamasti 


tathavidhe ghate 
tadanupalambhava(obhat na)syat 


aprapteh anyatra pratisedhayogat 


ghatapatatadatmyasya kvapi 
pramanikatvaprasangat 


akhandaikarasamvalleva(orasam ca 
naiva?)sidhyet 


tasya atraiva tadavam badhitatvat 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 


guno'sti (missing) taratamabhavasya 
niyamakanupalambhat 
atah snehe na ca sneho 


karmasamavayikaranadvisthagunena 
gunatvantarajatiyo vegah 


buddhyaderapi taddharmatvasiddhau 


samskaravisesagunatvat 


iti pratyuktam/ (missing) uktasya 
tasya sarvasya 


bhedasya dharmyapeksatvat 


mate nityaprthivibhage 


sampratipattih 


aptvadikam api prativaktavyam 


samanyasunyata'siddheruktadhihetu- 
tagateh 


nityadravyanam asampratipannatvat 
atmana eva nityatvat tasya ca 
advittyatvena kutascit 


visesavasitimaiva 
nirvisesatmavastuni 


tatsvartipasattatiriktasattayah 
asadhitatvat 


na hi ghatatvena bhidyamane pate 
ghatatvamasti 


tathavidhe ghate 
tadanupalambhavirodhat na syat 


prapteh anyatra pratisedhayogat 


ghatapatatadatmyasya na kvapi 
pramanikatvaprasangat 


akhandaikarasam brahmaiva sidhyet 


tasya atraiva sattayah badhitatvat 
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Page no. 
and line 
no. 


114, 3 
114, 11 
116, 1 


116, 8-9 


jeg 
117, 8 


118, 10 


121, 16-17 


123, 15-16 


123, 21 


123, 27 


124, 11-12 


124, 18 


125, 29 


128, 17-19 


129, 6 


130, 23-24 


131, 2 


133, 7 


134, 10 


Available reading 


na idam kintu iha - (i)ti 


virodhasya durvaratvat/ napi nivrtte 
savrtte (asattve ?) sattve sthite 
punarasattvam, virodhasya 
durvaratvat/ napi nivrtte sattve 
pascat asattvam 


sadasattvanadhikaranam 
anirvacyatvam 


na ca tasya animittamatrat 
atmajnanasya sakaryasya 
jhanatmamatratvena nivrttya 
yavajjianam 
vyavasthayastadbaladeva susthata 


na Sastrasya pramanatvanumuktih 
jnanajfiane vijhayeta 
jivasyaiva 


brahmanirasya(chyatmyatireka?) 
bhavat 


atmano yathaptrvam parikalpate 


aparamrstamathasarvam(°stanarthas 
artham?) 


vakytyabuddhivrttya ca 
tyaktatvenopalaksitah 


Possible correction / missing 
portion 
na idam kintu na tha iti 


virodhasya durvaratvat/ napi nivrtte 
sattve pascat asattvam 


sadasattvanadhikaranatvam 
anirvacyatvam 


na ca tasya nimittamatrat 


atmajnanasya sakaryasya 
atmajhanamatrena nivrttya 
yavajjhanam 
vyavasthayastadbaladeva susthita 


sa Sastrasya pramanatvanumuktih 
jnhanajnane vijnhayete 


Jivasyaiva brahmatiriktasya abhavat 


atmano yathaptrvam parikalpete/ 
parikalpyete 


aparamrstakhilanartham 


vakytyabuddhivrttya ca 
pratyaktvenopalaksitah 
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Page no. 
and line 
no. 


135, 4 


135, 14-16 


136, 5-6 


137, 2 


137, 10 


138, 5 


138, 11 
138, 23 


138, 29 


141, 15 


141, 25 


141, 29 


Appendix C 


CONCLUSION OF ADVAITA VEDANTA 


DARSANA IN TARKASANGRAHA 


This appendix is based on the concluding portion of the trttya pariccheda of 
Tarkasangaha, where Anandajfiana wraps up the text and his siddhanta regarding 


Advaita Vedanta. 


1. Anirvacyatva 

Anandajfiana defines anirvacyatva as; that which is not the substratum of 
sadasattva (both existence and nonexistence together), while not being the substratum 
of sattva (existence) and asattva (nonexistence).! To put it simply, anything which 
cannot be put into any of the three categories of existent, nonexistent and existent- 


nonexistent is anirvacya. 


2. The Anirvacya 

This term anirvacaniya has been used for the aropya (superimposed).2 What is 
superimposed? All the duality, which is divided into bhava (existence) and abhava 
(nonexistence).3 Hence, all this duality, which is divided by a layperson into the two 
categories of bhava and abhava, is not real, but only something superimposed on the 


real. This superimposition is the adhyaropa. 


1 sattvanadhikaranatve sati asattvanadhikaranatve sati sadasattvanadhikaranatvam anirvacyatvam - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 136 


2 parisesyadanirvacyamaropyamupagamyatam - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 135 


3 bhavabhavavibhagabhagi sakalamapi dvaitam... - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 133 
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3. The cause and substratum of the 4ropya 

The cause of this duality is the anadi (beginningless) and anirvacya Avidya, 
while the substratum of it is Brahman.4 The only problem in taking Brahman to be the 
substratum of Avidya is that Brahman is considered to be sarvajiia (omniscient).> 
Anandajfiana presents a solution to this; it is only by ajfiana that sarvajfitva of 
Brahman can be established, because Brahman being asanga (unattached) to anything, 
it cannot become sarvajiia, without ajfiana, because to be sarvajiia Brahman needs to 
be in contact (sanga) with each and every object. Also, the object of ajiana is 
Brahman, which is established by experience of 'I do not know myself, I do not know 


what you have said'.’ 


4. One or multiple Ajiiana-s 

Anandajfiana says that only one avidya/ajfiana is the reason for the 
superimposition of all kinds.8 He calls the ajfiana as vicitrasaktimat (possessing 
various powers), which can cause the appearance of objects of many kinds in 


Brahman, due to which there is no reason to think about infinite number of ajfiana-s as 


4 advitiye bhavabhavavibhagavinirmukte nirvikaracaitanyaikatane pariptrne pratyagatmani 
anadyanirvacyavidyaya samaropitam - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 133 


5 brahmanyapi na sambhavati ajfianam tasya sarvajfiatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 137 


6 tasya asangasya na ajfianam antarena asesarthasangatih iti sarvajfiatvasiddhyarthameva ajfianam 
abhyupagantavyam - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 137 


’ ajfianavisayatvamapi tasyaiva pragbhitasya (pratyagbhitasya) brahmano'bhyupagantavyam mam na 
janami tvaduktam artham na janami iti ch bhasamane visaye tasya anubhavasiddhatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 138 


8 brahmanyeva cidatmani ekajfianavasat asesakalpanasiddheh ... - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 138 
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the causes for that.9 Even for the one single jiva, there is no need for multiple ajfiana- 
s, because sruti of 'tat tvam asi' (that you are) declares the oneness of jiva and 


Brahman.!° 


5. Multiple 4kara-s of Ajiana 

Instead of multiple ajfiana-s, Anandajfiana puts forward the idea that one 
single ajfiiana possesses multiple akara-s, and the Sruti passages talking of multiple 
ajfiana-s actually intend to point to multiple akara-s of one single ajfana.!! At the end 
of svapna (dream), the akara of ajiana which produces it, ends, whereas the one 


which produces jagrat (waking state) does not end. !2 


6. The end of Mulajnana 

The Sruti sentences like 'tarati Sokam atmavit' (the knower of the Self goes 
beyond sorrow), are the evidence for the nivrtti of ajiana through jfana, even if there 
is no drstanta for that.!3 Anandajfiana also says that the Miulajfiana, possessing 
mutliple akara-s, doesn't exist by itself, and hence its end is dependent on 


tattvajiana.!4 This single ajfiana is enough to account for mukta, amukta, etc. multiple 


9 na ca ekasminneva cidatmani anantajfianabhyupagame nibandhanam asti tadajfianat ekasmadeva 
vicitrasaktimato nanavidharthapratibhasasambhavat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 138 


10 na ca ekasya jivasya anekani ajfianani abhyupagamyante tattvamasi iti aikatmyopadesat jivasyaiva 
brahmanirasya(brahmatiriktasya)bhavat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 138 


11 {tmajnanasya ekasyaiva akarabhedabhiprayatvat na ajfianabhedavisayakatvam - TS (Pariccheda 3), 
p. 139 


12 prabodhe svapnakalpakajfiakare nivrtte'pi jagradvyavaharo na nivartate taddhetvajfianakarasya 
anivrttatvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 139 


13 drstantapeksam antarena tarati Sokamatmavit ityadi Sastrapramanyadeva jfanat 
ajhananivrttyadhyavasayat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 139 


14 mulajfianasya anekakaravatah svaripena abhavat tattvajfianayattayasca tannivrtteh uktatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 139 
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kinds of beings. In case of the one who has attained the tattvajfana still has some 
experience of duality, Anandajfiana says that it is because of very small amount of 


avidya.!5 


7. The fundamental absence of bandha and mukti 

One Brahman, due to its relation with the anadi, anirvacya and anavacchinna 
(limitless) avidya, appears to be bound.!© The same Brahman, due to the direct 
experience of reality caused by sayings (of Upanisads and Guru), becomes as if 
liberated.!7 Anandajfiana further says that fundamentally, there is no bandha 


(bondage) or mukti (liberation).!8 


8. The role of pratyabhijia 

The Atman or Self is taken to be stable (also implying unchangeability) on the 
basis of pratyabhijfia (recognition via direct perception).!9 The only problem with this 
is that there is no room for karmatva (actionness) and kartrtva (doerness) in Atman, 
due to which there would be absence of samskara, leading to the impossibility of 
pratyabhijfia.2° Anandajfiana attempts to provide a solution for this. He says that the 


vitti of 'aham' (1) arises either in buddhi or avidya, and this vrtti possesses abhasa, and 


15 viduso'pyavidyalesavasat dvaitapratibhanabhyupagamat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 140 


16 tasmat ekameva brahma caitanyaikatanam anadyanirvacyanavacchinnavidyasambandhat 
baddhamiva pratibhasate - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 140 


17 tadeva ca vakyiyatattvasaksatkarat ekakino muktamiva bhavati - TS (Pariccheda 3), pp. 140-141 
18 vastutastu na tatra bandho muktih va asti... - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 141 
19 tacca idam atmariipam pratyabhijfiaya sthiram asthitam - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 141 


20 na atmani abhijiia karmakartrtvanupapatteh samskarabhavacca yukta - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 141 
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is homogeneous to sattvaguna.?! Being close to Atman, and due to the absence of any 
other kartr, the kartrtva is falsely identified with Atman.2? Being of the same akara as 
Atman, in the absence of another karman, the karmatva gets similarly identified with 
Atman.23 The objection that karmatva and kartrtva cannot reside together in one 
substratum, is refuted by Anandajfiana by calling both as pratibhasa-s alone, due to 
which there is already the absence of them based on logic, and to point out a logical 
fault of virodha (opposition) in it, holds no value.24 The said vrtti of the form of 
pratyabhijnia, while being annihilated, puts a samskara in its substratum antahkarana, 
and then gets annihilated, and then the caitanya (reflected form of atman) in the 
antahkarana connected with the said samskara, produces a similar vrtti of the form of 


"so'ham" (that I am) in the same Atman.?5 


21 atmani aham iti buddheh avidyayah va vrttih sabhasa sattvagunanugunyena samudbhavati - TS 
(Pariccheda 3), p. 141 


22 tasyam ca atmanah sannidhau samutpannayam kartrantarabhavat atmano mithyaiva kartrtvam 
upacaryate - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 141 


23 tasyasca atmaikakarataya karmantarabhavat tasyaiva karmatvamapi kalpyate - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 
141 


24 na ca evam ekasyam kriyayam abhijiasamjfitayam ekasyaiva karmatvam kartrtvam ca iti virodhah 
Sakyate kartrkarmabhavasya pratibhasamatranusarino yauktikatvanabhyupagamat kalpite ca 
pratityanusarini virodhodbhavanasya akificitkaratvat - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 141 

25 sa'pi pragukta vrttih abhijfiaripa vinasyanti svasraye antahkaranadau samskaram adhaya vinasyati 
tena ca samvalitam antahkaranadigatam caitanyam tasminneva atmani so‘ham iti praguktavrttisadrsim 
vrttim utpadayati - TS (Pariccheda 3), p. 141 
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Appendix D 


ANANDAJNANA'S GENERAL METHODS OF REFUTATION 


IN TARKASANGRAHA 


1. Refuting the basis of a laksana 

a. Laksya is to be known before the laksana is constructed. Hence, both the 
sajattya (similar) and vijatiya (dissimilar) entities would already be known before the 
laksana is begun to be constructed. 

b. Hence, to say that laksana separates its laksya from its sajatiya and vijatiya 
entities, is wrong because even before the laksana is constructed, the laksya is already 
specified and separated from its sajattya and vijatiya entities. 

c. It is only when the laksya is specified, that its sajatiya and vijatiya entities 
are specified, and it is only after its sajatiya and vijatiya entities are specified that the 


laksya is specified. This amounts to the parasparasraya fault.2° 


2. Refuting a laksana on the basis of use of synonyms & jati-s 

a. If a laksana a synonym of the laksya, it would incur the fault of 
atiprasanga.27 
Example; if buddhi is defined as jana, and as jana means buddhi itself, it would 
amount to atiprasanga, because if this definition is valid, any definition would be 


valid, which would be merely a synonym of the laksya.?8 


26 Jaksyasiddhau tatsajatiyavijatiyasiddhih tatsiddhau ca tadvyavacchinnalaksyasiddhih - TS 
(Pariccheda 1), p. 26 


27 prste hi laksane paryayavacanam anuttaram atiprasangat - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 


28 jfianam buddhih iti cet na paryayavacanam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 
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b. Ifa laksana is based on the laksya being a possessor of a jati of itself, then 
it would amount to parasparasraya fault. 
Example; if dravya is defined as that which possesses dravyatva jati, then as 
dravyatva jati itself is based on dravya, it would incur the fault of parasparasraya. It 
would also lead to the situation where one would need to know dravya to know 


dravya.?9 


3. Refuting the laksana via 4tmaSraya and other faults in relation with 
laksya 

a. Generally, the vacya of a laksana is intimately connected or even unified 
with the laksana. Here the fault of 4tmasraya can be pointed out. When someone 
defines akasa as 'that which possesses Sabda', the word 'that' has its vivaksa in akasa 
itself, leading to atmasraya fault.3° It is somehow a case of using a synonym, here 
'Sabdavat' being a synonym of 'akasa', because as per the Vaisesika-s, no other dravya 
than akasa possesses Sabda (through samavaya). Similar would be the case of defining 
prthivi as 'that which possesses gandha', where 'prthivi' and 'gandhavati' would be 
synonyms. The opponent cannot change the vacya, for that would lead to other faults 
like vyaghata, asambhavitva etc. 

b. Even if the laksana involves more than one word, so long as the words are 
connected intimately or unified with the laksana, the fault of atmasrayatva could be 


pointed out in it. When someone defines sankhya as the object of the knowledge of 


29 dravyatvajatimattvam tallaksanam iti cet na dravyatvajatisiddhau tadasrayadravyabhedasiddhih 
tatsiddhau ca tadanugatajatisiddhih iti parasparasrayatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 20 


30 yasya sabdavattvam tat akasam ... Sabdavattvam tatsamavayitvam iti cet na yasya ... dkasoktau ca 
svasrayatvat - TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 45 
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‘one, two, three, etc.', the 'one', 'two', 'three' and others too are sankhya, even though in 
parts. In this case too, sankhya is being defined as being sankhya, leading to the fault 


of atmasrayatva.3! 


4. Refuting on the basis of the opposites; 4patatah and sarvatha 

a. Anandajfiana sometimes resorts to mentioning the extremes to test the validity 
of a laksana. For example, if someone says that Apta is the one who tells 
about that which is known correctly or an Apta is the one who is 
‘pramitarthavadin', to which one could respond that if such a correctness of 
knowledge is only sudden (for a moment) or random, even a fool can be 
called an Apta. If, on the other hand, such correctness is regarding all things 
and at all times, such correctness is hard to be known to make a laksana out of 
it.32 

b. Similarly, if one defines 'mithya' as 'badhya’, if it is for a moment, its absence 
is also established in the false cognition of silver, and if it is forever and at all 
places, it cannot even be established in the 'real' cognitions of pot, etc.33 For 
the latter, one could also instead say that the absence of badhyatva in a thing 
at all times and all places, is hard to be known and hence cannot be used to 


make a laksana. 


31 ekam dve trinityadivyavaharavisayah iti cet na / ekadisabdaih sankhyoktau atmasrayatvat - TS 
(Pariccheda 2), p. 63 


32 yathakathaficit pramitarthavaditvasya vipralambhake’pi sambhavat ativyaptih / sarvatha 
pramitarthavaditvasya apte’pi kvacit asambhavat avyaptih - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 106 


33 mithyasabdasya ... badhyarthatvam ... apatatah sarvatha badhasya durvacatvena 
uktadosatadavasthyat/ na hi rajatadipratitau apatato badhyarthatvam siddham asti tatkale 
tadbadhanadhigamat. desantare kalantare va badhyarthatvam sampratitanasamicinajfane’ pi 
sambhavitam iti katham ativyaptih na bhavet - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 81 
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6. 


Countering 'nimitta' with 'adrsta' 

Wherever in a laksana, Anandajfiana sees the word 'nimitta', he counters it 
with showing ativyapti in adrsta, which is a nimitta and is a cause toward all 
effects. If one defines nigrahasthana as 'the nimitta of parajaya', the immediate 
ativyapti is in adrsta.34 One could even do this with the word 'karana'. 

The only problem is the opponent responding with the adjective 'asadharana' 
for 'karana' or 'nimitta'. The reason why X is the asadharana nimitta/karana of 
Y would be that it alone would be the cause of Y. If not, then it would be 
produced even without X. So, if X alone is the cause of Y, then it would 
oppose adrsta, which has been accepted as the cause of every effect.35 Hence, 


no nimitta or karana could be asadharana. 


Refuting subcategories by reiterating the refutations of the major 


categories 


a. 


When the opponent defined prthivitva jati as the 'jati which is pervaded with 
dravyatva and resides in pot and cloth’, Anandajfiana reiterated that he 
dravyatva has been refuted previously, hence the viSesana being refuted, the 


visista laksana cannot be established.36 


34 parajayanimittam nigrahasthanam adrstadeh sarvotpattimannimittasya parajaye’ pi nimittatvat tatra 
ativyaptih apatati - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 104 


35 samsaramilakaranataya sarvotpattimannimittakaranataya bhogasadhanataya cotpattitah 
pratyatmaniyatatvena paradrstasyapi parasyopayogitvena ca dharmadharmau pariksya.. - Upaskara on 
Vaisesikasttras (7.1.1) 


36 taddhi dravyatvavyapyatve sati ghatapatavrttih jatih ucyate ... na hi dravyatvasya nirakrtatvat 
‘dravyatvavyapyatve sati’ iti visesanam atra sambhavati - TS (Pariccheda 3), pp. 122-123 
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b. Having refuted nigrahasthana, Anandajfiana refutes its types by simply asking 
that if nigrahasthana has been refuted, how could its different types be 
established? Hence he does not take up the task to refute its types 


individually.37 


7. Refuting complex abstract ideas as erroneously established 

Anandajfiana refutes the complex and detailed abstract process of destruction 
of dvitva etc. by saying that it is not established in loka.38 It being established among 
the partksaka-s or scholars could as well be due to bhranti or error, due to the absence 


of pramana-s like pratyaksa, anumana, etc.39 


8. Some brief statements of Anandajfiana regarding refutation of some kind 
a. abhyupagamasya abhyupagamantarena nirasaniyatvat* 
One accepted (concept/entity) is to be refuted through another accepted (concept/ 
entity). 
b.  visesanasya nirdkrtatvadeva visistalaksanasya anupapatteh* 
When the visesana (of a laksana) has been refuted, the visistalaksana is rendered 


unreasonable. 


37 nigrahasthanasamsiddhiryadi nasti tada katham/ 
dvavimSatiprabhedena tadavantarabhedagth// - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 105 


38 na khalu yathoktayam prakriyayam asti laukiki prasiddhih - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 65 


39 pariksakaprasiddhistu pramanabhave bhrantimilatvenapi bhavisyati/ na ca atra pratyaksadinam 
anyatamam pramanam - TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 65 


40 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 20 


41 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 60 
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c. samanyanirasena visesanirasasya uktatvat? 
The refutation of the visesa (form of a concept/entity) happens (directly) through the 
refutation of samanya (form of that concept/entity). 

d. dharmipratiyogisiddhau bhedasiddhih bhedasiddhau ca_ itarasiddheh 
itaretarasrayatvat 
Bheda (difference) is established by establishing dharmin (where the bheda resides) 
and the pratiyogin (of which the bheda resides in the dharmin). Inversely, dharmin 
and pratiyogin are established on the basis of bheda. Hence, one begs the establishing 
of the other for being established. 

e. vyavaharalambanasya vyavaharddeva siddhatvat“ 
That which is the object of vyavahara (apparent reality as opposed to fundamental 
reality), is established only through vyavahara. 

f. svartipaparasya tasya laksananantarbhavat* 
A word which describes the svariipa (of the laksya) cannot be included in the laksana. 

g. siddhe hi dharmini devadattadau vidvattvadih taddharmo vyapadisyate*® 
It is only when the dharmin is established, that its dharma can be spoken of. 

h. prste hi laksane paryayavacanam anuttaram atiprasangat*’ 
When a laksana is asked, to state the synonym is not the (correct) answer, (otherwise 


there will be) atiprasanga. 


42 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 34 
43 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 25 
44 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 16 
48 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 37 
46 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 45 


47 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 78 
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i. laksyasiddhau tatsajdtiyavijatiyasiddhih tatsiddhau ca 


tadvyavacchinnalaksyasiddhih*8 


It is only when a laksya is established, that its sajattya and vijatiya (entities) are 
established. Inversely, it is only when the sajatiya and vijatiya (entities) are 
established (in relation to a something), that a thing is established a laksya based on 
being specified by them. 

j. rupasiddhyatirekena caksuso'siddheh itaretarasrayanat* 
Caksus indriya cannot be established without establishing riipa. Similarly, to establish 
ripa (as a guna), establishing caksus indriya is needed. Hence both caksus indriya and 
rapa beg each other to be established. This can be used to refute all indriyas. 

k. tasyaiva durvacatve tadavantarabhedasya sutaram ayuktatvat>% 
When the main category is inexplicable (due to its laksanas and concepts being 


refuted), its types are verily unreasonable. 


These statements can be used along with the other detailed methods, as 
formulas for refutation. Some of these are specific to Vaisesika darsana, while others 
are generally applicable. The refutation of laksana itself is something which is 
applicable to every definition. Although Anandajfiana uses the briefer method of 
refutation at times, but as has been shown in the chapters, he a lot of times stretches 
the discussion. The reason behind it could be to explore the possibility of more ways 
of refuting a thing, than just refuting the main categories and reiterating their 


refutations to refute the subcategories. 


48 TS (Pariccheda 1), p. 26 
49 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 58 


50 TS (Pariccheda 2), p. 116 
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Appendix E 


A SHORT GLOSSARY OF SANSKRIT TERMS 


Ativyapti 
Adhikarana 
Adhyavasaya 
Ananugatatva 
Ananugama 
Anirvacya 
Anugama 


Anumanaprayoga 


Anuvrtti 
Anyonyasraya 
Anvaya 
Abhyupagama 
Artha 
Avacchedaka 


Avinabhava 


Avyapti 
Asambhava 


Asambhavitva 


Over-application of the laksana. 

Substratum or basis where something resides. 
Ascertainment. 

The state of having ananugama. 

Absence of knowledge of genericity. 

Inexplicable. Indefinable. 

Common characteristic. Genericity or knowledge of genericity. 
A demonstration of anumana in the form of a five-part 
sentence. It usually comprises of pratijfiia, hetu and 
udaharana. 

Inclusion. Genericity. 

Fault of mutual dependence. 

Presence. 

Acceptance. 

Object. 

Delimitor. 

That relation between two things, where one of them cannot 
exist independently without the other. 

Narrow application of the laksana. 

Non-application of the laksana. 


The state of having asambhava. 
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Atmasraya 
Adheya 
Anavastha 
Apatatas 


Arambhavada 


Aropa 
Aropya 


Upadhi 


Karman 


Kalpanagaurava 


Kalpanalaghava 


Karana 
Karana 
Karya 

Ksanika 


Guna 


Jati 


Fault of self-dependence. 

That which resides on a substratum. 

Infinite regression. 

Suddenly. At the primary level. Once. 

The theory accepted by the Nyaya and Vaisesika 

darsana-s that the perceivable and consumable world is made of 
combination of paramanu-s. 

Superimposition. 

That which is superimposed. 

Condition. Condition which connects the otherwise 
disconnected sadhya and hetu. 

Action, which resides in the dravya. 

An explanation which is based on more concepts. Superfluous 
explanation. 

An explanation which is based on lesser concepts. 
Parsimonious explanation. 

Most important cause. 

Cause. 

Effect. 

Momentary. 

Attribute or property, which resides in the dravya and exists 
only so long as it resides in it. 


Genus. 
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Jatiya 


Dharma 
Dharmin 
Niyamaka 
Niravayava 
Nirakarana 


Paksa 


Padartha 


Paramanu 


Parampara 


Parinama 


Parinamavada 


Paka 


That which belongs to a jati. This word is used in compounds, 
for example, tajjatiya, sajattya, and so forth. 

Knowledge. 

Knowledge. 

Object of knowledge. 

The substratum where guna and karman reside. 

That which resides on a substratum. 

The substratum where a dharma resides. 

That which limits/regulates something. 

That which has no parts. Partless. 

Refutation 

The locus where something is to be proved to exist. For 
example, sabda is the paksa, where anityatva (non-eternality) is 
to be proved. 

Literally ‘word and the object it represents’, used by Nyaya and 
Vaisesika darsana-s to denote categories of existence, knowing 
whom one is liberated. 

The partless and smallest unit of matter, which cannot be 
divided into its constituent parts. 

Series. 

Transformation. 

The Sankhya theory that the world is a transformation of 
Prakrti. 


Contact with fire. 
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Pitharapakavada 


Pilipakavada 


Pratiyogin 


Prativadin 

Prama 

Pramana 

Pramiti 

Prameya 

Pralaya 

Prasanga 

Badha 
Bhitacaitanyavada 


Madhyastha 


Yathartha 


Laksana 
Vada 
Vadin 


Vijatiya 


The theory that paka happens in the composite karya dravya 
(like pot) and not in paramanu-s. This theory is accepted by 
the Naiyayika-s. 

The theory that paka happens in paramanu-s. This theory is 
accepted by the Vaisesika-s. 

The opposite of a dharmin in the case of bheda (difference). 
The thing of which abhava (absence) is known. 

Opponent in a debate. 

Valid knowledge. 

The most important cause of valid knowledge. 

Valid knowledge. 

Object of valid knowledge. 

Dissolution. 

Incidence. Undesired incidence. 

Invalidity. Contradiction. 

The theory that matter is conscious. 

Moderator in a debate. A person who is on no one's side in a 
discussion. 

That which is in accordance with artha or object. An adjective 
used for knowledge and so forth. 

Definition. 

Theory. Discussion. 

Debater. 


Of a different jati. 
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Vipratipatti 
Vipratipanna 
Vibhaga 
Vibhi 
Vimata 
Vivaksa 
Vivarta 


Vivartavada 


Vivadapada 
Visista 


Visesa 


VisSesana 
Visaya 
Vaidharmya 
Vyakti 
Vyanjaka 
Vyatireka 
Vyavahara 
Vyaghata 
Vyapti 


Vyavartaka 


Disagreement. 

The thing or concept about which there are opposing views. 
Disjunction. 

All-pervading. 

The object of dispute in a debate. 

Intention to say. 

Illusory transformation. 

The theory of Advaita Vedanta which says that the world is an 
illusory transformation of Brahman. 

The object of dispute in a debate. 

Specified. 

Specific. A padartha which resides in the paramanu-s and vibhi 
dravya-s, for the purpose of differentiating them from each 
other. 

Specification. Specifier. 

Object. 

Difference. 

Individual. 

That which is different from a jati, and makes that jati known. 
Absence. Difference. 

Knowledge. Usage of words. 

Contradiction. 

Invariable relation. 


That which excludes something. 


38 


Vyavrtti Exclusion. 

Samyoga Conjunction. 

Sangrahaka A common characteristic of multiple things, which helps be 
collected as a group. 

Sajatiya That which belongs to the same jati. 

Samavaya A relation which exists between the parts and the whole, dravya 


and guna, dravya and karman, an individual and genus, and so 


forth. 
Sampratipatti Agreement. 
Sampratipanna The thing or concept about which there is a common view. 
Samyaktva Validity. 
Sarga Creation. 
Sadharmya Similarity. 
Sadhya That which is to be proved to be residing in a paksa. 
Samanya General. Jati. 
Savayava That which has parts. 
Hetu The dharma which resides in the paksa, on the basis of which 


the sadhya is to be proved to be residing in the paksa. 


Hetvabhiasa Semblance of hetu. 
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